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Preface 

In 2015, the Los Angeles County Probation Department, in partnership with the Los Angeles 

County Department of Health Services, Brilliant Corners, Chrysalis, the Corporation of 

Supportive Housing, and the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation, initiated the Breaking Barriers 

program. This program was designed to provide a time-limited housing subsidy, case 

management, and employment supports to individuals on felony probation and currently 

experiencing or at risk for homelessness in Los Angeles County. The Los Angeles County 

Probation Department provided financial support for evaluating the Breaking Barriers program, 

and the RAND Corporation was selected to serve as the evaluator of this program. RAND 

researchers conducted a formative evaluation during the first year of program planning and 

implementation to provide early feedback to stakeholders on program progress and performed a 

summative evaluation examining program outputs and outcomes among Breaking Barriers 

program participants after three years of program implementation. This report presents findings 

from both the formative and summative evaluations, including assessments of the program 

structure, program goals, outputs, and outcomes. In this report, we discuss recommendations 

regarding future programming and research. This report should be of interest to state and county 

governments serving populations on felony probation and other organizations serving criminal 

justice–involved populations. 

RAND Social and Economic Well-Being is a division of the RAND Corporation that seeks to 

actively improve the health and social and economic well-being of populations and communities 

throughout the world. This research was conducted in the Justice Policy Program within RAND 

Social and Economic Well-Being. The program focuses on such topics as access to justice, 

policing, corrections, drug policy, and court system reform, as well as other policy concerns 

pertaining to public safety and criminal and civil justice. For more information, 

email justicepolicy@rand.org. 

mailto:justicepolicy@rand.org
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Summary 

Many individuals on felony probation in Los Angeles County face challenges with housing 

and employment, placing them at risk for further involvement with the criminal justice system. 

To address the needs of this population, Los Angeles County piloted a program called Breaking 

Barriers to provide adults on felony probation with a time-limited rental housing subsidy and 

housing retention services coupled with case management and employment supports. The 

primary goals of the Breaking Barriers pilot program were to (1) reduce recidivism, (2) improve 

participants’ housing stability, and (3) improve employment incomes sufficiently for individuals 

to take over their own rental payments by the end of the program period. 

We performed formative and summative evaluations to help provide early findings from this 

innovative housing-employment initiative. 

Formative Evaluation 
The formative evaluation included observations of the planning and early implementation 

process, along with semistructured interviews with key program stakeholders during the first 

year of operation. Results from the formative evaluation showed the following: 

• Program staff had unique and complimentary roles and responsibilities.

• There was frequent communication among stakeholders.

• The program built on contractor experiences with the program model.

These results were perceived as key program facilitators—that is, these characteristics were 

reported as factors that resulted in the successful implementation of the Breaking Barriers 

program. In terms of program challenges, stakeholders reported  

• a lack of affordable housing options in Los Angeles

• logistical barriers from the geographic spread of the county

• caution among landlords and property managers regarding the temporary subsidy model
and serving the criminal justice–involved population

• staffing concerns from the program ramp-up

• issues regarding the fit between program services and participant needs.

This information regarding program facilitators and challenges was shared with the 

stakeholders during the early implementation phase to assist with program planning and 

operations. For example, as a result of these findings, adequate staff was available to meet the 

number of enrolled participants in the program ramp-up. Although the implementation planning 

meetings were eventually discontinued, staff central to program implementation—from the Los 

Angeles County Probation Department, the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, 

Brilliant Corners (i.e., the housing and case management provider), and Chrysalis (i.e., the 
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employment services provider)—continued to communicate on a regular basis about participant 

progress using a monthly reporting tool specifically designed during the implementation 

planning phase for this purpose. Also, no participant was discharged from the program without 

discussion with the primary sponsor (i.e., Probation Department). In sum, frequent 

communication among the stakeholders helped ensure successful implementation (i.e., 

momentum in terms of increasing referrals and enrollment to the program). With that success, 

staff became concerned with having enough resources to serve the referred and enrolled 

population, which led to increased attention to adequate staffing levels. 

We also observed during this early implementation phase that stakeholders were 

communicating that the participant population looked somewhat different from those they had 

served previously—more specifically, they were unsure whether the younger population would 

succeed in the program. Stakeholders also expressed concern about whether a time-limited rental 

housing subsidy would be sufficient to help clients succeed. We touch on these concerns in 

relation to the summative evaluation results and program recommendations provided in the 

following sections. 

Summative Evaluation 
The summative evaluation examined program progress, program participant characteristics, 

and factors related to program progress and outcomes, including recidivism, housing stability, 

employment, and income. It is important to note that the summative evaluation only included 

information from program participants, because of the absence of information from a viable 

comparison group. This fact limits the scope of the evaluation, because it is impossible to know 

or reliably estimate what would have happened to the program participants if they had not 

enrolled in the program. Therefore, we cannot attribute any causal effects to the program (i.e., 

whether participation in the program had an effect on recidivism, housing stability, employment, 

or income). 

Although this evaluation cannot make strong conclusions about the effects the program might 

have had on the outcomes of interest, it is possible to examine whether participant characteristics 

were associated with program outcomes and compare those outcomes with those of similar 

populations. Although more information would be necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

Breaking Barriers program, this evaluation helps explain how the Breaking Barriers program 

worked, who participated in the program, and which participants, based on observed 

characteristics (e.g., age, race/ethnicity, gender, education level, and supervision status), 

achieved program success in terms of reduced recidivism, increased housing stability, 

employment, and income. 

In terms of program progress, 228 participants were enrolled within the first 17 months of 

program operation, between June 2015 and October 2016. This evaluation covers this set of 

participants. The evaluation period allowed for these participants to receive up to two years of 
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program services, including case management, employment, and housing support services. 

Because the case management, employment, and housing support services began at program 

entry and each participant experienced a varying amount of time receiving these services before 

the initiation of the rental subsidy, there was a large proportion of individuals still receiving the 

rental subsidy at the end of our evaluation window because the program was designed to allow 

for up to 24 months of rental subsidy receipt. 

During the first 17 months of program operation, approximately 20 people were referred to 

the program and about 13 were enrolled each month. Results showed that program participants 

were diverse in terms of demographic characteristics. Participants ranged from 18 to 65 years 

old; 74 percent were male; 58 percent were black, 28 percent were Hispanic, 8 percent were 

white, 5 percent were reported as other race/ethnicity, and 1 percent were unknown. Educational 

backgrounds were mixed: Forty-three percent had less than a high school education, 25 percent 

had a high school diploma or general education degree, and about 21 percent had some 

postsecondary education (e.g., some college, a bachelor’s degree, or higher). About 75 percent 

were single, and more than 50 percent had a child younger than 18 years old. 

Participants reported living in a variety of environments in the six months prior to program 

entry. The most common living situation was with family or friends (74 percent), followed by 

36 percent staying in transitional settings (including hotels, motels, or homeless shelters), and 

23 percent living outdoors or being incarcerated. 

During the two-year program period, 

• 56 percent of participants were employed at some point

- Fifty-five (24 percent) had a job at program entry, 52 (23 percent) started without a
job and gained employment, and 20 (9 percent) started with a job and lost 
employment. 

- The average wage rate among those employed was $12 per hour, the average number 
of hours worked while employed was 31 per week, and 4 percent were provided with 
health insurance by their employer. 

- Men were more likely to be employed (58 percent) than women (50 percent). 

• 187 of participants (82 percent) obtained a rental housing subsidy.

During the same period, the statuses of the 41 participants (18 percent) who exited the 
program before obtaining a housing subsidy were as follows:  

- Eleven (27 percent) were stably housed.  

- Thirteen (32 percent) were incarcerated.  

- Seventeen (41 percent) were in an unstable, unknown, or neutral setting. 

• Of those who received a rental subsidy, 71 (38 percent) exited the program before two
years. The statuses of participants who exited before two years were as follows:

- Twenty (28 percent) were stably housed.

- Twenty-five (35 percent) were incarcerated.
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- Twenty-six (37 percent) were in an unstable, unknown, or neutral setting. 

- The majority of those who received a rental subsidy (62 percent; n = 116) were still 
receiving the subsidy two years after program enrollment. 

• Receipt of the rental subsidy was associated with increased employment; controlling for
other participant characteristics, the portion of clients employed was estimated to increase
from 16 percent to 36 percent for those who were housed for 18 months compared with
those housed for six months.

• Related to this finding, each day of housing was associated with a 25-cent increase in the
participants’ contribution to rent. However, participants who had been in the program for
two years were contributing on average only 19 percent of the total rental amount.

• Overall, 18 percent of participants had a new felony conviction following enrollment. Of
those who were housed, the felony conviction rate was 13 percent. This is significantly
lower than two-year felony reconviction rates recently reported among probationers in
California (i.e., 22 percent). It is also noteworthy given that the participants in this
program were presumably at a higher risk of reoffending than the general felony offender
population because of their homelessness and employment status.

It appeared that the program did a better job at serving older, non-Hispanic populations in 

terms of obtaining housing, and men were more likely to be employed than women. Also, being 

young and white appeared to be associated with an increased risk of having a felony 

reconviction. 

Recommendations 
Although this evaluation was not able to provide conclusions about program effectiveness, 

we did have adequate information regarding participant outcomes to identify areas where the 

program’s goals were not met. For example, most participants did not achieve great gains in 

employment and associated income during the two-year program period. More information 

might be helpful in determining how to achieve these goals. There are many possible barriers to 

employment for program participants beyond the issue of housing stability, including a lack of 

employment experience; a lack of employable skills; discrimination due to criminal history, 

race/ethnicity, or gender; and a lack of available child care. It might be worthwhile to follow up 

with individuals who were not able to find employment, and the case managers who assisted 

them, to identify which barriers were the most significant in preventing these individuals from 

becoming employed. It also might be valuable to follow up with the participants who were most 

successful in increasing their incomes to find out what contributed to their success. Comparing 

the experiences and resources among those who were able to find employment with those who 

were not would be helpful to determine how the program might evolve to better assist program 

participants. It also might be useful to meet with participants who have been incarcerated to find 

out what precipitated the offenses and how the program could have addressed their needs 

differently. Through these methods, it might be possible to determine whether the program 
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should develop narrower eligibility criteria or should otherwise adapt to better fit the needs of 

clients with a variety of experiences and resources. 

One example of this approach is to address the finding that women were employed at lower 

rates than men and earned less. When we shared these results with the program stakeholders, it 

was suggested that women were more likely to be primary caretakers for their children and 

struggled more with becoming employed because of competing demands on their time as a 

result. This finding is also consistent with research that demonstrates a wage gap for women in 

Los Angeles County (Mount Saint Mary’s University, 2016). More assistance with child care 

might be a component worth adding to the program to better meet the needs of participants who 

are primarily responsible for caring for their children. 

There also may be other important factors that contributed to program success that we were 

not able to examine. For example, the specific locations where participants are placed in housing 

may contribute to program success. Also, other participant or contextual factors that we were not 

able to include in our analyses may play an important role (e.g., previous work experience, job 

located near housing). These factors could be explored through follow-up interviews with 

program participants or more-comprehensive analyses. 

Although we did not have enough data to examine the outcomes of program participants after 

the end of the housing subsidy, this should be of prime interest to the stakeholders moving 

forward. Our data suggest, and our interactions with stakeholders confirm, that many participants 

will not be able to support the full rental amount at the end of the 24-month subsidy period, 

particularly as rents in Los Angeles County are significantly higher than elsewhere and will 

continue to rise. We understand from our recent communications with program stakeholders that 

the subsidies may have been extended beyond 24 months on a case-by-case basis. These findings 

suggest that the program should focus on preparing the participants for an alternative living 

situation in advance of the end of the subsidy (e.g., transitioning to a living situation where the 

rental payment is a shared expense). 

Given that employment earnings lagged behind rental amounts, program planners might also 

want to examine the investment needed to assist participants in gaining employment with higher 

compensation amounts. This could take the form of added support for advancing educational 

levels or technical skills during the program period. We learned from the program stakeholders 

that many participants struggled to access opportunities during the program to advance education 

or technical skills, which are directly tied to increased earning potential. The program may want 

to work on expanding partnerships with employers willing to hire individuals with a felony to 

increase employment opportunities for participants. Understanding and addressing the barriers 

that participants face in taking advantage of these opportunities and potentially expanding the 

opportunities available for participants to gain a better compensated skill set during the program 

period are needed. 
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Conclusions 
In 2015, Los Angeles County initiated a pilot program to address recidivism among 

individuals on felony probation through evidence-based case management approaches, 

employment services, a time-limited rental subsidy, and housing supports. Within the first two 

years of program operation, more than 200 individuals on felony probation were enrolled in the 

program. We were not able to study the effectiveness of the program in a robust manner, because 

of the lack of a comparison group. However, we found that among those individuals enrolled in 

the program, approximately 14 percent exited the program to a stable housing environment; 19 

percent exited to an unstable, unknown, or neutral housing situation; 17 percent were 

incarcerated within two years of enrollment in the program; and 51 percent were still receiving 

the rental subsidy at the end of the evaluation period. For participants who received the full 

Breaking Barriers intervention (i.e., housing, case management, and employment services), the 

felony reconviction rate was significantly lower (13 percent) than that of the general felony 

offender population in California (22 percent). Our analyses of program outcomes (e.g., housing 

obtainment, employment, recidivism) suggest that there are important participant and program 

factors to consider when scaling up such a program, in that the program as initially designed was 

associated with more progress in terms of job attainment and reduced risk of recidivism for 

certain populations. Overall, it appears that a time-limited 24-month rental subsidy may not be 

adequate for most participants as income lagged behind rental amounts. These results may not be 

surprising given the lack of housing stock and high cost of rent in Los Angeles County. More 

research is needed to determine the effectiveness of the Breaking Barriers program and 

determine longer-term outcomes, such as those following the end of the 24-month rental subsidy 

for about half of the participants who were still receiving it. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Adults living on felony probation face unique challenges around housing and employment 

that put them at risk of reoffending and returning to jail or prison (Bradley et al., 2001; Petersilia, 

2001; Petersilia, 2005; Gideon and Sung, 2011). Many of the individuals face difficulties 

accessing housing because probation conditions may restrict living options. Additionally, costs 

in the private rental market may be prohibitive, or individuals with criminal backgrounds may be 

passed over by property managers conducting background checks or requiring credible work 

histories. Moreover, there are limits to accessing or living in public housing (Bradley et al., 

2001). Stable employment is equally difficult to obtain, because of such factors as reluctance 

among potential employers to hire workers with criminal histories, the inherent difficulties of 

searching for a job without having a fixed address, and the limited skills and formal education of 

some of these individuals (Couloute and Kopf, 2018; Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll, 2007). These 

limitations and restrictions often put individuals on felony probation at risk of housing 

instability, homelessness, and unemployment, with implications for public safety and the rising 

costs to state and county corrections because of the “revolving door” of offenders returning to 

the corrections system (Pew Center on the States, 2011).  

California’s criminal justice landscape underwent a significant shift in the past decade, with 

the passage of state Senate Bill (SB) 678, the Community Corrections Performance Incentive Act 

(2009); and state Assembly Bill (AB) 109, the Public Safety Realignment Act (2011; amended 

by AB 117, the Criminal Justice Realignment Act, in 2012). SB 678 aimed to reduce the criminal 

activity of individuals convicted of a felony by improving the effectiveness of probation services, 

while AB 109 aimed to reduce the number of inmates in state prisons by transferring supervision 

of individuals with certain categories of offenses to county probation and sheriff departments 

(Petersilia, 2014; Flynn, 2013). Because probation is significantly less costly than incarceration, 

these changes were expected to reduce overall costs at both state and county levels. Later, in 

2014, voters in California passed Proposition 47, the Safe Neighborhood and Schools Act, which 

reclassified certain nonserious and nonviolent property and drug felonies as misdemeanors, thus 

reducing the proportion of individuals with these offenses eligible for state prison sentences 

(Hunter et al., 2017). These policy changes aimed at shifting focus to the provision of 

community-based support services that would improve reentry and community reintegration 

while reducing the size of the population in state prisons.  

In response to these policy changes and given the challenges to find and maintain stable 

housing and employment facing the affected population, a group of stakeholders in Los Angeles 

County developed the Breaking Barriers initiative. More specifically, the Los Angeles County 

Probation Department—in collaboration with the Los Angeles County Department of Health 

Services (DHS), the Corporation for Supportive Housing (CSH), the Conrad N. Hilton 
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Foundation, and two community service partners (Brilliant Corners and Chrysalis)—

implemented a pilot program to provide housing, employment, and case management services to 

felony probationers in Los Angeles County who were identified by their probation officers (POs) 

as being homeless or at risk of homelessness. The pilot program was launched in 2015 with the 

primary objectives of (1) reducing recidivism, (2) improving housing stability and decreasing the 

risk of homelessness, and (3) improve employment incomes sufficiently for individuals to take 

over their own rental payments by the end of the program period. Funding for the pilot program 

was provided by the Probation Department ($4.2 million), with a one-time investment by the 

Conrad N. Hilton Foundation ($2 million). The program was initially designed to serve 

individuals who would be willing and able to work—that is, without any reported health issues 

that could prevent them from working and with the motivation to gain employment and engage 

in employment support provided by Chrysalis, a nonprofit social service provider located in 

downtown Los Angeles with offices in West Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley. 

Background 

Rapid Rehousing 

Until recent years, U.S. homelessness policy followed a paradigm of providing temporary 

shelters and other narrow forms of assistance to households already experiencing homelessness. 

Today, there is greater emphasis on prevention and rapid rehousing, as established in the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-

Housing Program, and the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing 

Act of 2009 (Berg, 2013; Culhane, Metraux, and Byrne, 2011). Rapid rehousing provides people 

at risk for or currently experiencing homelessness with short-term assistance with housing 

expenses (e.g., rent arrears, ongoing rent assistance, housing relocation and stabilization services, 

and moving costs) and case management services focused on maintaining housing stability 

(Gubits et al., 2016). The United States Interagency Council on Homelessness and the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) identified rapid rehousing as a critical 

strategy for meeting the national goal of ending family homelessness by 2020 (Cunningham, 

Gillespie, and Anderson, 2015).  

To date, evidence in support of rapid rehousing is mixed and more research is needed to 

examine the efficacy of this approach and the population groups that it best serves. Recent 

evidence based on two large-scale interventions (i.e., the Rapid Re-Housing for Homeless 

Families Demonstration and the Family Options Study) suggests that rapid rehousing may be 

effective in helping families and individuals exit homeless shelters more quickly and reduces 

returns to shelters (Cunningham, Gillespie, and Anderson, 2015). However, it does not solve the 

housing affordability problem, with the result that many people who exit rapid rehousing 

continue to experience housing instability—many move within six months or again “double up” 
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(living temporarily in someone else’s residence, e.g., “couch surfing”) to afford the rent or to 

meet other household expenditures. For example, Cunningham and colleagues, 2015, reported 

that although rates of return to homelessness after one year were low among families exiting the 

Rapid Re-Housing for Homeless Families Demonstration, many families suffered residential 

instability (most families moved at least once) in the year after exiting the program. Additionally, 

even after finding housing, many families still faced other nonhousing challenges: Seventy 

percent worried about food security, 57 percent struggled with money for rent, 14 percent had a 

child expelled or suspended from school within the last year, and 17 percent reported 

deteriorating health. In a qualitative evaluation of the Family Options Study, participants 

reported improvements in their housing compared with living in a shelter; however, for those 

assigned to the rapid rehousing condition, some reported “terrible experiences” in neighborhoods 

that were plagued by drugs and violence and reported that they did not feel safe (Cunningham, 

Gillespie, and Anderson, 2015; Fisher et al., 2014). In their review of the evidence to date in 

support of rapid rehousing, Cunningham and colleagues, 2015, concluded that rapid rehousing is 

not a single model but instead an approach that is implemented with many variations at the local 

level. They also noted that this fact poses a challenge for determining which components are 

critical to success, determining program scale-up, and determining the people for whom these 

programs work best. 

Employment 

Although employment is recognized as an important element in preventing and ending 

homelessness, efforts to treat and prevent homelessness tend to focus on providing safe and 

affordable housing with supportive services as the critical first ingredient, leaving employment 

as something to be addressed later. However, considerable research has shown that employment 

services, when combined with housing and other supportive services, enhance housing stability 

and employment outcomes (Hopper, 2003; Shaheen and Rio, 2007; Trutko et al., 1998). 

Although employment provides access to income, the rewards of having a job go beyond the 

economic: Employment boosts an individual’s self-esteem and self-worth; facilitates integration 

into community settings; and is an important contributor in helping individuals feel like they are 

valued members of society, often giving them a sense of hope for the future and a way back to 

self-sufficiency (Shaheen and Rio, 2007; Marrone, 2005). Contrary to prevalent stereotypes, 

research has shown that people experiencing homelessness do want to work, including those who 

have disabilities, serious mental illness, and active substance use or co-occurring disorders. 

However, they encounter challenges to securing employment because of a series of personal, 

program, and system barriers (Frounfelker et al., 2011; Poremski, Whitley, and Latimer, 2016; 

Shaheen and Rio, 2007).  

There is policy support for combining the provision of housing and employment support 

services: Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness highlights 

the importance of increasing economic security for people experiencing homelessness, signaling 
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a federal commitment to address the lack of earned income as one of the drivers of homelessness 

(United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2015), and the Workforce Innovation and 

Opportunity Act allows for states to submit combined state plans for programs designed to 

harmonize the efforts of the workforce and homeless systems (Copus et al., 2014).  

Recommendations regarding the importance of pairing employment services with supportive 

housing services were provided in an evaluation of the Ending Chronic Homelessness Through 
Employment and Housing project, an initiative sponsored by the U.S. Department of Labor and 

HUD. The evaluation report argues for the provision of housing and employment without first 

requiring employment readiness (Rio et al., 2008).  

Examples of other demonstrations that included access to housing and employment services 

for individuals in transition from homelessness include the Job Training for the Homeless 

Demonstration Program, the Next Step: Jobs initiative, the Employment Intervention 

Demonstration Project, and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration–

funded Access to Community Care and Effectiveness Services and Support project. Each of 

these demonstrations concluded that clients are best served by placing as great an emphasis on 

employment services as on housing and clinical treatment (Cook et al., 2001; Long and 

Amendolia, 2003; Shaheen and Rio, 2007; Trutko et al., 1998). However, none of these 

initiatives focused on criminal justice–involved populations or provided specific evidence for 

effectiveness with these populations. 

Housing and Employment Services for Individuals on Felony Probation 

Incarceration complicates future employment and income-earning opportunities (Cooke, 2004). 

There are few examples of combined housing and employment support programs for populations 

who were previously incarcerated or on felony probation. A previous review found only three 

studies of reentry housing programs that targeted individuals with nonserious and nonviolent 

offenses and the studies showed no significant effects on recidivism (Miller and Ngugi, 2009). One 

recent evaluation of a small pilot project—entitled Jail in Reach, a program to rapidly rehouse 

individuals who were newly released from a county jail or prison in the state of Texas with a 

documented history of homelessness, substance use, or mental health disorders—found that 

participants exhibited decreased employment problems, housing instability, and criminal justice 

involvement, but that more than half of program participants either disappeared from the program 

or only secured temporary housing (Hignite and Haff, 2017). Combined housing-and-employment 

programs that specifically target individuals with a criminal background who do not have a co-

occurring behavioral health disorder have not been well studied. 

Los Angeles Context 

Further complicating the challenges that individuals with a criminal record face in obtaining 

housing and employment are the current lack of housing and rental stock and the associated 

housing affordability crisis in California and, notably, Los Angeles County. California has 
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experienced an extended imbalance in the ratio of the number of homes to the number of 

residents since the 1970s, resulting in high demand and associated prices for existing housing 

(Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2015). Recent reports suggest that more than 1.3 million homes 

need to be built in Southern California to meet the demand (California Department of Housing 

and Community Development, 2019) and that Los Angeles County needs more than 500,000 

affordable rental homes to fill the demand (California Housing Partnership, 2019). California 

renters also experience higher costs than other areas in the United States. Recent estimates place 

the average unit price close to 50 percent higher than the national average, which is especially 

relevant to Los Angeles County, where more than half of households are renters (National Low 

Income Housing Coalition, 2019). The high costs and limited availability of housing have left 

individuals to double up to pay for housing costs and spend a large proportion of their incomes 

on housing. In fact, recent estimates suggest that an individual would need to earn upward of 

$34.44 to $47.52 per hour to afford to rent an apartment in Los Angeles—that is, a two-bedroom 

apartment at the fair market rate for Los Angeles of $1,791 per month, according to the National 

Low Income Housing Coalition, 2019, or the median monthly rent of $2,471, according to the 

California Housing Partnership, 2019. This context is especially relevant since the Breaking 

Barriers program was implemented in an environment with a growing lack of affordable rental 

supply. Therefore, it was a challenge for the program team to identify appropriate and feasible 

housing options for program participants. 

Purpose and Organization of This Report 
We were contracted to conduct an evaluation of the Breaking Barriers pilot program. We 

conducted a formative study during the first year of program implementation and a summative 

evaluation three years after the program was launched. The primary research questions were the 

following: 

1. How does the Breaking Barriers program operate? What are the key implementation
facilitators and barriers?

2. Who is served by the program? Are there participant characteristics that influence
program participation? What are the primary causes of program exits?

3. Do participants change their status in terms of employment, income, and housing stability
over the course of the program?

4. What are the recidivism rates of program participants?

This report provides a description of the pilot program (Chapter 2); the methods used to 

evaluate the program (Chapter 3); the findings from the evaluation, including early 

implementation findings along with results three years after program-start up on participation 

and outcomes (Chapter 4); and, finally, a discussion of the conclusions, limitations of this 

evaluation, and recommendations for scaling up the program (Chapter 5). Additional information 

and details of several tools used for data collection are provided in appendixes at the end of this 

report. 
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Chapter 2. Program Overview 

The Breaking Barriers pilot program provided rapid rehousing, employment services, and 

case management services to adults in the correctional system on felony probation in Los 

Angeles County. Rapid rehousing incorporates a time-limited rental subsidy with case 

management services focused on housing retention (Cunningham, Gillespie, and Anderson, 

2015). The program was designed to help participants stabilize their housing situation as quickly 

as possible, provide a rental housing subsidy for up to 24 months, support their search for 

employment to provide a source of steady income, and offer ongoing case management and 

housing retention services.  

The Los Angeles County Probation Department launched the Breaking Barriers program in 

July 2015 in collaboration with DHS, two community service partners (Brilliant Corners and 

Chrysalis), the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation, and the CSH. Members of these agencies formed a 

program planning and design team whose function was to guide early implementation of the 

program. RAND staff also participated in these program planning and design team meetings.  

The program was modeled using the basic infrastructure from Housing for Health (HFH), a 

DHS initiative that provided permanent supportive housing to individuals experiencing 

homelessness who were frequent users of county health services. Brilliant Corners had 

successfully served as the housing service provider for HFH, and the Probation Department 

leveraged Brilliant Corners’ existing contract with DHS to undertake this initiative. Chrysalis 

had a long-standing history providing employment services to similar populations. 

The primary goals of the Breaking Barriers pilot program were to (1) reduce recidivism, (2) 

improve participants’ housing stability, and (3) improve employment incomes sufficiently for 

individuals to take over their own rental payments by the end of the program period. 

Target Population and Referral Process 
The program targeted adults on felony probation who were under the supervision of the Los 

Angeles County Probation Department. The program started with referrals from the Alternative 

Treatment Caseload (ATC), which represents individuals with a prior felony conviction deemed 

at medium to high risk for recidivism by the Probation Department. Soon after launch, the 

program was expanded to serve referrals from the AB 109 caseload; that is, individuals on felony 

probation at the county level due to the release of nonviolent, nonserious, and nonsex offenders 

from state prison. During a period in 2016, individuals on felony probation who were receiving 

case management services from Project 180, a local social service provider, were also referred to 

the program. Also in 2016, some participants in the Formal Felony Caseload (i.e., individuals 
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with a prior felony conviction who were not part of the ATC, or “Non-ATC”) were referred to 

the program.  

Potential participants were primarily referred to the program by their deputy POs (DPOs). 

In a small number of cases during our observation period, referrals were obtained from Project 

180 and the Non-ATC (n = 12). DPOs were instructed to refer individuals who were 

experiencing homelessness or who were unstably housed—for example, living in a double-up 

situation that was not sustainable based on the self-report from participants or observations from 

the DPOs of an individual’s living situation.  

A referral form was completed for each candidate and sent to a probation analyst for 

review. After an initial screening by the analyst, the referral was sent to staff at Brilliant Corners 

who were responsible for implementing this program. Brilliant Corners staff then collaborated 

with Chrysalis to conduct an in-person assessment with each referral to determine program 

eligibility. As part of the in-person assessment, Brilliant Corners staff used a Los Angeles 

County–specific version of the Vulnerability Index–Service Prioritization Decision Assistance 

Tool (VI-SPDAT) (Community Solutions and OrgCode Consulting, 2014) to determine whether 

an individual was appropriate for the Breaking Barriers program. More specifically, the VI-

SPDAT assesses the level of acuity across several domains and appropriateness for rapid 

rehousing or whether a higher- or lower-level housing intervention is needed. In addition, 

Chrysalis staff evaluated an individual’s ability and desire to work full time using their own 

agency’s assessment approach during the eligibility meetings. If staff from both Brilliant Corners 

and Chrysalis agreed that a referral was appropriate for Breaking Barriers, they were offered an 

opportunity to enroll in the program. 

If an individual was determined ineligible, they were often referred to a more suitable 

program that could better meet their needs. For example, those who scored higher in 

vulnerability on the VI-SPDAT may have been eligible to receive a permanent supportive 

housing subsidy. 

The pilot was rolled out on a phased basis across different Service Planning Areas (SPAs) in 

Los Angeles County as determined by members of the planning committee. This was to help 

better manage the unique needs of the referrals and plan for employment and housing needs. 

Under guidance from the Probation Department, referrals were invited from all SPAs, beginning 

with SPA 6 (South Los Angeles).  

The Breaking Barriers Program Model 
The program logic model is displayed in Figure 2.1. We developed the logic model in 

collaboration with the design team during the early stages of implementation. As noted in 

Figure 2.1, the program is managed by the Los Angeles County Probation Department and the 

DHS HFH Division. Financial support is provided by the Probation Department (via SB 678) 

and from a one-time contribution from the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation. The CSH provided 
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implementation planning support. Two nonprofit community service partners provided screening 

and program services to participants: Brilliant Corners, which provided housing search and 

retention services along with intensive case management services; and Chrysalis, which provided 

employment search and employment readiness services to participants.  

The Breaking Barriers program was designed to provide time-limited wraparound services 

tailored to the clients’ needs in three areas: case management, housing, and employment. By 

providing these expanded services (within the constraints of the ongoing supervision provided by 

the Probation Department), the program was designed to address the Probation Department’s 

goals of increasing the safety of communities and improving the well-being of its charges while 

giving them the best opportunity for successful reintegration into the community without re-

offending.  

Based on the logic model, the main activities revolved around case management services 

(psychosocial assessment and service planning, connection to community resources, life skills 

assistance and education), housing services (housing search, rental subsidy, and housing 

retention services), and employment services (employability assessment, skills training, and 

employment search). The logic model also highlights several activities, and related outputs and 

outcomes.  

The Breaking Barriers Workflow is a process mapping that shows how participants move 

through the program from the time they are referred until they either graduate or exit (see 

Figure 2.2). As noted, case management, provided by Brilliant Corners, starts immediately and is 

followed by coordination of the employment and housing services, which we describe in more 

detail in the following sections. 
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Figure 2.1. Breaking Barriers Program Logic Model 

INPUTS ACTIVITIES OUTPUTS OUTCOMES 

• Funding: Hilton Foundation
($2 million over two years),
SB 678 ($4.2 million over
two years)

• Staff: Probation Department
staff, BC case managers, BC
housing acquisition specialists
and coordinators, Chrysalis
employment specialists

• Housing units in the private
market

• Adult felony probationers at
significant risk of reoffending
who are homeless or
precariously housed

• SB 678 funding determination
from California Department of
Finance

• Stakeholders: Probation
Department, CSH, DHS, BC,
and Chrysalis

• Advisory Committee, Design
Team, and Implementation
Team

• Policy and procedures
manuals

• Assessment instruments,
rental assistance, housing
location and retention
services, case management,
and employment services

• Community and leadership
buy-ins (i.e., participants’
employers)

• BB Design Team decides from which service
areas or districts to recruit participants

• Probation refers eligible probationers to BC
• BC and Chrysalis conduct eligibility meeting;

refer probationer to other appropriate
programs if found ineligible for BB.

• BC case manager then conducts admission
session with eligible probationer (FHSP
application, psychosocial assessment; then,
identify immediate needs and obtain
consents)

• Chrysalis employment specialist then
assesses eligible probationers’ employment
needs and goals after receiving BC’s
completed portion of the psychosocial
assessment

• BC identifies safe affordable housing
• BC shows unit to participant, gets participant

to sign lease and other housing-related
agreements, and then moves in participant

• BC housing coordinators provide housing
retention services

• BC provides case management, including CBI
(no more than 25 participants are assigned to
one case manager)

• Chrysalis provides individualized employment
services

• BC case managers conduct quarterly
assessments, in which they examine
participants’ housing, employment, probation,
and case management statuses

• BC housing coordinators provide housing
retention services

Participants (Probation Department, BC, Chrysalis): 
• # of probationers referred
• % of those referred who were eligible
• % of those ineligible referred to other programs (if

applicable)
• % of those eligible who were enrolled
• # of those enrolled: referral source
• Ratio of case managers to participants
• Participant attrition rate at various points of attrition

plus reasons for exiting program
Housing stock (BC): 
• # of housing units secured by service area or district
Housing outputs (BC): 
• % of participants housed
• time lags between housing received and then referral

made and eligibility determined
• # of participants transitioning on and off FHSP
• duration of housing subsidies
Income and employment outputs (BC, Chrysalis): 
• % of eligible participants applied for benefits (i.e.,

TANF, General Relief, SNAP)
• frequency of engagement with BB program services

(i.e., housing stabilization, case management, and
Chrysalis)

• % of participants employed prior to and after program
enrollment

• # jobs worked, by type (i.e., informal vs. formal,
preprogram vs. midprogram, PT vs. FT, Chrysalis vs.
external, temporary or contract vs. permanent)

• Employment acquired rate by means of obtaining job
(i.e., employment specialist help vs. independently)

• duration of job(s) held since in BB program
Other: case management (BC): 
• % of participants completed quarterly assessments
Other: education (BC, Chrysalis): 
• # of participants receiving GED, diploma, or other

certifications

Criminal justice: 
• reduced recidivism rates (one-

year rate/two-year rate)
• decreased rearrest rates
• decreased days spent in jail (if re-

arrested and convicted)
• decreased # of violations to

probation condition(s)
Housing: 
• increased housing stability among

participants
Income: 
• established benefits for which

they are eligible
• increased monthly/quarterly/

yearly income (notably from
employment)

Employment: 
• obtained external employment
• lowered unemployment rate (or

less frequent unemployment
spells) among participants

Education: 
• increased educational level (i.e.,

received GED, high school
diploma, vocational training, or
other certifications)

Others: 
• family reunification
• health insurance status

PROGRAM GOALS 

• Reduce recidivism among felony
probationers

• Reduce [risk of] homelessness
among felony probationers

• Increase income and employment
rate among felony probationers

 

NOTES: BB = Breaking Barriers; BC = Brilliant Corners; CBI = cognitive behavioral interventions; FHSP = Flexible Housing Subsidy Pool; TANF = Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; PT = part time; FT = full time; GED = general education degree. 
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Figure 2.2. Workflow Mapping 

NOTES: BC = Brilliant Corners; CM = case manager. 
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Case Management 

Once eligibility is determined, a participant is assigned a case manager at Brilliant Corners 
and attends an admission session with their case manager, during which their immediate needs 
are assessed and baseline data are collected based on a program-specific psychosocial assessment 
tool. Brilliant Corners follows the Critical Time Intervention model of case management, where 
the intensity and frequency of services decline over time to empower and prepare participants for 
program graduation (Susser et al., 1997; Herman et al., 2011) (see Figure 2.3). The case manager 
serves as the main point of contact for the participant and coordinates between the different 
program components (housing and employment) and the PO. The case manager, in collaboration 
with the participant, develops an individualized case management service plan that identifies 
short- and long-term goals. The case manager supports the participant through the housing search 
and move-in process and meets with the participant in their home on a monthly or biweekly 
basis. Based on the participant’s goals and identified needs, the case manager connects the 
participant to community resources and services, and provides life skills education and 
assistance. Case managers also conduct quarterly assessments and service plan updates, at which 
time participants’ housing, employment, probation, and case management status and goals are 
updated.  

Consistent with SB 678 funding stipulations, all participants received a structured cognitive 
behavioral evidence-based intervention. ATC participants received the Courage to Change 
structured journaling intervention, which consisted of one-on-one sessions between POs and 
clients as they work through journals targeted to specific client needs as determined by an 
assessment done by POs (i.e., the Level of Service–Case Management Inventory or LS-CMI). 
AB 109 and Non-ATC probationers received this intervention from Brilliant Corners case 
management staff. POs provided both training and journal assignments to the case managers. 
Brilliant Corners reported that each journal was completed in two to eight sessions and required 
additional sessions with the client on top of the usual case management services. 
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Figure 2.3. Case Management Follows Critical Time Intervention Approach 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Employment 

Employment specialists at Chrysalis assessed each participant’s employment needs to design 
an individualized employment services plan based on the immediate needs, skills, training, and 
employment history of the participant. Chrysalis also provided an orientation session to help 
introduce participants to the variety of services provided to them, such as skills assessment and 
training workshops, which include classroom-based and on-the-job trainings that were intended 
to prepare the participants for employment; job development, referral, and placement, which 
included Chrysalis’ in-house transition job program; referral to jobs outside of Chrysalis; and 
on-going employment retention services. Chrysalis staff performed the tasks of employment 
coaches, working directly with participants to prepare them for interviews and help them search 
for, apply for, and access jobs on a part-time or full-time basis. Some participants also benefited 
from employment with Chrysalis’ in-house contracting and temp agencies on a short-term basis.  

Housing 

Brilliant Corners employs both housing acquisition specialists and housing coordinators to 
assist participants with their housing needs. Housing acquisition specialists locate and secure 
apartment units at market rate in locations throughout the county. Breaking Barriers participants, 
with the assistance of a housing coordinator, sign a lease (in their own name) with the landlord 
and contribute a percentage of rent based on their assessed income. Brilliant Corners provides 
move-in assistance, including the provision of basic furniture and a security deposit, as needed. 
Housing coordinators remain on hand to work with landlords and apartment managers of units 
assigned to participants and are the first points of contact in the event of any threat of housing 
instability.  

The Breaking Barriers program was designed to subsidize the rent and utilities for 
participants for a maximum of 24 months, as long as they fulfill the employment and case 
management requirements and remain active in the program. Program activity was defined as 

Pre-Housing 
Before housed 

Visits 2 times per 
month in office or 

community 

Phase 1 
Housed 1-6 Months 

Visits 2 times per 
month; At least one 

in home 

Phase 1 or 2 
Housed 7-9 Months 

If Phase 1: Visits 2 
times per month; At 

least one in home 

If Phase 2: 1 home 
visit per month and 1 
phone call between 

visits 

Phase 2 
Housed 10-18 

Months 

Visits 1 time per 
month 

In home and 1 
phone call between 

visits  

Phase 3 
Housed 19-24 

Months 

Visit 1 time per 
month 

In home 

Before housed Months 1-6 Months 7-9 Months 10-18 Months 19-24
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engaging in all aspects of the program as determined by the Breaking Barriers provider team, 
who may recognize that individual needs may change throughout the course of the program and 
therefore understand that flexibility in service provision is needed. Program discharge occurred 
when a participant was not in communication with any Breaking Barriers staff for several 
months despite extensive outreach attempts or in case of other circumstances, such as 
incarceration. Participants were only discharged after funder approval of the decision. The 
program was designed to help participants “transition in place” (i.e., remain in their unit after the 
period of support ends). 

Participants were expected to contribute a percentage of their income to the rent. Rental 
contributions were readjusted when a participant’s income either increased or decreased. The 
exception to this was employment—a participant had to be employed for 60 days before a rental 
contribution readjustment was completed to ensure that the income was reliable and ongoing. 
Also, the rental contribution amount changed over the course of program participation from 
30 percent of participants’ income for months 1–12 to 40 percent of income for months 13–18 
and, finally, to 50 percent of income for months 19–24. An exception to this rental contribution 
structure was if a participant’s only source of income was General Relief or Calworks. In those 
cases, their rental contribution percentage would stay at 30 percent no matter how many months 
they had been housed. This design was an effort to bring clients closer to paying their full rental 
amount over time. If a participant’s contribution to rent exceeded their total unit rent, then the 
participant graduated from the program. 
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Chapter 3. Evaluation Design 

The evaluation was conducted in two stages. During the first year of program 
implementation, we conducted a formative evaluation offering feedback that would assist the 
design team in improving implementation processes and data collection systems. After three 
years of implementation, we conducted a summative (outcome) evaluation to measure the impact 
of the program.  

Evaluation Objectives 
The main objectives of the evaluation were to answer the following questions: 

1. How does the Breaking Barriers program operate? What are the key implementation
facilitators and barriers?

2. Who is served by the program? Are there participant characteristics that influence
program participation? What are the primary causes of program exits?

3. Do participants change their status in terms of employment, income, and housing stability
over the course of the program?

4. What are the recidivism rates of program participants?
The first evaluation objective was primarily addressed in the first year of the project as part 

of the formative work, during which the evaluation team participated in design team meetings to 
observe the program planning and implementation processes and provide input on aspects 
relevant to the evaluation, such as what data would be collected by which entities to help inform 
the later summative evaluation. The logic model and workflow diagrams (presented in 
Chapter 2) represent part of this work. We also conducted individual semistructured interviews 
with key stakeholders about one year after the program was launched (the interviews are 
described in greater detail in the following sections). As part of the summative evaluation, 
information about the time between the different phases of the program was examined to further 
describe how the program operated. The second, third, and fourth evaluation objectives were 
primarily addressed through a summative evaluation that used program data after three years of 
program operation. 

Methods 

Semistructured Interviews 

We used a qualitative approach to help address the first evaluation research question. We 
interviewed key people involved in implementing Breaking Barriers during the first year of the 
program. More specifically, we set out to answer the following questions:  
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1. Do people working on the implementation of Breaking Barriers have a shared view of the
program goals?

2. What factors supported and what factors hindered the implementation of Breaking
Barriers?

3. What are some useful lessons learned during the implementation of Breaking Barriers?
Individual interviews with key program staff were conducted by telephone by one member of 

the RAND research team from June 23 to July 26, 2016—about one year after the launch of the 
program. The 19 interviewees all played key roles in program design or implementation. For 
example, participants included direct service staff, such as case managers, employment 
specialists, housing coordinators, housing specialists, and POs. Participants also included 
program managers for the three subcomponents: housing, case management, and employment. 
Finally, design team members (not already represented) were selected for interviews. None of 
the targeted respondents refused to participate. All interviewees provided verbal consent to 
participate in the research and the component was approved by RAND’s Institutional Review 
Board. Each interview lasted an average of one hour. 

A semistructured interview protocol was used that included questions related to (1) the goals 
of the Breaking Barriers program, (2) specific roles and responsibilities, (3) services provided 
before and after a Breaking Barriers participant is housed, (4) percentage of time spent on 
Breaking Barriers caseloads, (5) what had worked well during implementation, (6) challenges 
faced during implementation, and (7) lessons learned during the first year of implementation (see 
Appendix A for the interview protocol). During the interviews, interviewees were allowed to 
respond spontaneously to each question, and the interviewer probed further based on their 
responses. We used a formative interviewing process, such that, if new ideas surfaced during an 
interview, we included them when probing in future interviews (see Table 3.1).  

The interviewer took notes during the interviews, which were also audio-recorded. We used 
the audio recordings to confirm the accuracy of statements and to complement the interviewer’s 
notes when preparing individual summary scripts from the interviewer’s notes for analysis. 
Analysis of the qualitative data involved two stages of thematic coding. First, two members of 
the research team (i.e., the interviewer and the principal investigator) reviewed all interview 
notes to identify common concepts throughout the data, drawing out significant concepts that 
emerged from individual interviews; we later grouped these concepts into themes. We used the 
constant comparative analysis method (i.e., iteration between data collection and analysis on an 
ongoing basis to develop a theory) in developing key themes that were commonly mentioned by 
respondents (Strauss and Corbin, 1994). 

Following the generation of the results, the findings were presented to a group of 
stakeholders in written form and by RAND investigators at an in-person design team meeting on 
November 16, 2016. Stakeholders included some people who had been interviewed. We asked 
for feedback and confirmation that the analyses reflected their experiences; we then made minor 
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revisions to the results based on their written and verbal feedback at the meeting or by email for 
presentation in this report. 

We did not focus on or attempt to assess fidelity to the Housing First model during this 
qualitative assessment. No standardized scales were used to rank or rate interviewees’ agreement 
with concepts and ideas about aspects of implementation, and no statistical tests were used to 
weigh the relative significance of concepts and themes. We did not interview Breaking Barriers 
participants and, therefore, have not included the perspective of the client in this analysis.  

Table 3.1. Formative Evaluation Methods and Measures by Project Component 

Project Components Methods Measures 

Program operation description Participation in program planning and 
implementation team meetings; key 
stakeholder interviews 

Interview responses about program 
roles and responsibilities; design 
team feedback on researcher-
developed program materials, 
including program logic model and 
workflow diagram 

Program facilitators and barriers Participation in program planning and 
implementation team meetings; key 
stakeholder interviews 

Meeting notes and workflow 
diagram explicating the program 
processes; interview responses 
about program facilitators and 
barriers 

Lessons learned Key stakeholder interviews Interview responses about lessons 
learned 

Summative Evaluation 

We received data from the participating organizations to address our research objectives 
regarding program participation and outcomes (see Table 3.2). More specifically, we received 
two data sets from Brilliant Corners (the housing provider), one from the case management team, 
and one from the housing team. We received another data set from Chrysalis, the employment 
supports provider. Finally, we received a data set from the Probation Department that contained 
information about participants’ convictions. 

We examined client outcomes at program enrollment and up to two years after enrollment in 
the program. We did not have access to a comparison group. Although this approach has several 
drawbacks to making attributions about outcomes to program activities, it was the most suitable 
approach given the constraints surrounding the construction of a control or comparator group. 
More specifically, we presented five evaluation design options with different levels of scientific 
rigor (i.e., randomized controlled design, observational study with propensity score matching, 
observation study with comparison to general population, intervention group only pre-post 
design, and intervention group only post-only design) to the design team for discussion at several 
meetings in 2015 and early 2016. We developed a one-page tool for stakeholders that included 
descriptions of each of the five design options, advantages and disadvantages of each of the 
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options (e.g., establishment of a relationship between intervention and outcome with a more 
rigorous design [i.e., randomized controlled trial]), and lack an explanation of attributing change 
in program outcomes in the less rigorous design options (i.e., intervention group–only designs). 
Stakeholders concluded that it was not feasible to implement a randomized controlled trial 
because there were not enough resources to screen more participants than those who would 
receive program services. It was also concluded that it was not feasible to provide data on 
individuals on felony probation who were not enrolled in the program; therefore, the other design 
options including a comparison group were also ruled out. As discussed in more detail in later 
sections, program staff collected and shared detailed information about program participants at 
program entry, but we did not always have access to reliable information about the participant 
before they entered the program to serve as a preprogram or baseline value. 

Analyses 

Descriptive statistics were used to examine program participant characteristics and program 
process outcomes, such as the time between different program milestones. In addition to 
descriptive statistics, we used multiple regression methods to examine outcomes. More 
specifically, we explored whether participant characteristics, including age, gender, 
race/ethnicity, and probation status (i.e., ATC, AB 109, or Non-ATC), were related to the 
following outcomes: housing obtainment, employment, income, and recidivism. To account for 
the multiple comparisons executed in our analyses, we incorporated the Benjamini-Hochberg 
(1995) approach to adjust for a false discovery rate for each outcome. 
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Table 3.2. Summative Evaluation Methods and Measures by Project Component 

Project Components Methods Measures 

Participant demographics Administrative data sets from Brilliant 
Corners and Chrysalis 

• Age, gender, race/ethnicity,
education, marital status,
parental status, veteran
status, supervision status,
and referral source

Program process (i.e., referral, 
intake, housing, exit status) 

Administrative data sets from Brilliant 
Corners 

• Number of participants
referred

• Number of participants
enrolled

• Number of participants
housed

• Number of participants exited
before and after housing

• Reason for exit (positive,
negative, or neutral)

Employment status Administrative data sets from Brilliant 
Corners and Chrysalis 

• Employment start and end
dates, wages, employment
status (i.e., full time or part
time, permanent or
temporary), health insurance
receipt

Income status Administrative data sets from Brilliant 
Corners and Chrysalis 

• Monthly income values

Recidivism Administrative data set from Probation 
Department 

• Felony conviction dates
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Chapter 4. Findings 

In this chapter, we present the results from the key stakeholder interviews aspect of the 
formative evaluation and the findings from the summative evaluation.  

Key Stakeholder Interviews 

Governance Structure, Goals, and Responsibilities 

There appeared to be a clear demarcation of roles and responsibilities across functions. All 
interviewees expressed very clearly where their roles began and ended, and clearly articulated 
the roles of other program staff. No overlapping roles or duplication of effort was found. Even in 
situations where case managers and housing coordinators work closely with each other after a 
client is housed, it remained clear that the housing coordinator’s primary responsibility was 
managing the relationship with the property manager while the case manager took care of the 
clients’ needs.  

Interviewees spontaneously highlighted that the main objectives of the program were to get 
clients stably housed; help them find stable employment; and reduce any barriers that they might 
have to retaining housing and employment. Several interviewees were also careful to note that 
the larger goal was that, after two years of a rental subsidy, clients would be at a point where 
they could maintain housing on their own (either their assigned unit or another unit). Overall, 
staff conveyed a shared philosophy and deep commitment to the program goals and to working 
with the program participants. Some interviewees indicated that they hoped clients would 
become “self-sufficient,” but the term was not used consistently. Asked to explain what was 
meant, some interviewees suggested that it meant the client would “no longer need a case 
manager or anyone else to help them navigate the world”; that they would “no longer need a 
program like this”; or that they would “be able to take over their rent when the subsidy goes 
away.” Interviewees were unlikely to cite “reducing recidivism” as a program goal without being 
prompted. However, when asked directly, interviewees generally agreed and offered clear 
description of the rationale for providing secure housing and employment as a means to reduce 
recidivism.  

Facilitators to Implementation 

Key stakeholders noted that several factors were related to the successful implementation of 
the Breaking Barriers program in the first year (see the summary provided in Table 4.1). First, 
respondents noted that the strong relationships based on collaboration and communication 
between the key stakeholders during the planning and early implementation phases contributed 
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to resolving issues early. Also, given that the housing process that Brilliant Corners utilized had 
already been established by a previous DHS program (i.e., HFH), there were few program start-
up costs related to testing the process. Moreover, Brilliant Corners had already established 
relationships with potential property managers and landlords from other related DHS-funded 
programs, which facilitated housing obtainment for clients in this program. Stakeholders also 
noted that having case management and housing services provided under one roof at Brilliant 
Corners made for a more-efficient program. Finally, many stakeholders noted that the program 
was individualized to the client, making it tailored to the specific needs of program participants. 
For example, case managers meet clients close to where they work or live, and participants who 
are parents receive additional resources specific to their parenting needs. 

Table 4.1. Stakeholder-Reported Program Facilitators 

Facilitators to Implementation 

Relationship factors 

Strong partnership and collaboration: The strength of the partnerships among collaborating institutions 
was the most frequent and consistently cited facilitator of implementation. Interviewees talked about a high 
degree of perceived competence, superior levels of professionalism, and mutual respect among partners. 
Many also mentioned that each partner brought unique strengths that complemented other partners in ways 
that could be leveraged for the benefit of the program. Without exception, interviewees felt that 
collaboration among the agencies is working well at all levels and that there appeared to be a genuine 
willingness to listen to and accommodate the needs of other partners. The team environment was 
described as being open, flexible, and supportive. 

Existing relationships with landlords: Interviewees described the relationships that Brilliant Corners had 
established with landlords and property managers during the three years prior to the start of the program as 
having a significant impact on this initiative’s success in housing more than 100 clients in the first year. 
Case managers, housing acquisition specialists, and housing coordinators recounted the inherent 
difficulties involved in housing program clients who tend to have poor credit histories, unfavorable rental 
histories, and criminal records. Housing acquisition specialists were able to leverage their relationships with 
landlords—even landlords who were predisposed to not renting to this population—to persuade them to 
“take a chance” on renting to program clients because they had successfully rented units to clients from 
other DHS-funded programs, such as HFH. Interviewees also noted that, even in cases where a client was 
not successful and needed to be relocated or exited, landlords and property managers were often willing to 
continue working with the Breaking Barriers program staff to set another client up in the unit. Staff at various 
levels agreed that without these relationships, securing housing for Breaking Barriers clients would be much 
more challenging. 

Existing community resources and networks: The strength of existing services in the community 
facilitated implementation. Frontline service staff confirmed that there was no shortage of community 
resources to which clients could be referred directly for counselling, food vouchers, educational support, 
substance addictions, and mental health issues. Chrysalis also provided such internal resources as bus 
tokens and Transit Access Pass cards (for public transportation use) to alleviate transportation barriers, and 
employed several clients directly through Chrysalis Works, an internal service company, to give them an 
opportunity to start building an employment history. 
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Facilitators to Implementation 

Relationship between client and case managers: Interviewees expressed support for the strong 
relationships that case managers built with their clients. These relationships were described as being 
trusting, open, client-focused, and flexible. The case managers were described by other frontline staff as 
being part of their client’s “new,” “supportive” network. Staff attributed this to hiring the “right staff” (i.e., case 
managers with just the right balance of technical and soft skills). 

Organizational/service/staff factors 

Communication: Structured meetings and open communication, beginning during the design phase and 
continuing during implementation, contributed to successful implementation during the first year of the 
program. These meetings occurred biweekly at first, during the planning stage, then monthly during the 
implementation period. 

Implementation planning time: Interviewees noted that frequent engagement meant that different aspects 
could be discussed and adjusted in real time. 

Use of existing infrastructure, policies, and procedures: Because the infrastructure that would be used 
for financing, locating, and assigning housing and case management had already been tested to some 
extent during the implementation of DHS’ HFH program, the main adjustment was the inclusion of the 
Probation Department. The housing team shared resources across other DHS-funded programs, thus 
maximizing efficiency in the field (i.e., they could find and pick up units that could be assigned across any of 
the programs, based on suitability). The forms and procedures for processing clients remained the same 
from the case management and housing points of view. 
Case management and housing in one physical location: The fact that the physical housing and case 
management teams were located in the same building (and agency) also supported smooth 
implementation. For example, case managers noted that if there were to be an incident after a client was 
housed, it was logistically easier for housing coordinators and housing specialists to reach out to case 
managers to solve the problem. 

Program and innovation factors 

Client-focused approach: As currently implemented, the Breaking Barriers program appears to have a 
very “client-focused,” almost “tailored” approach to service provision. This is one of the principal innovations 
of the program and it seems to be working well. Even with a large number of moving parts, Breaking 
Barriers has been able to house families in addition to individuals, and in so doing has created opportunities 
to reconnect clients with their children. Housing specialists have navigated new terrain around housing 
clients with criminal histories, often working harder to find housing in locations that clients think would be 
safer for them based on their personal history or that clients have indicated as their preference. Case 
managers have tirelessly referred clients to resources and often have used their own resources to assist 
clients in housing searches. This “going the extra mile” approach has worked well to help get the program 
off the ground, but staff expressed concern about the sustainability of this approach if (or when) the 
program goes to scale. 
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Challenges to Implementation 

Key stakeholders identified three main challenges to program implementation: external-to-
program factors; organizational/service/staff factors; and client-related issues. These are 
summarized in Table 4.2. In terms of factors external to the program, most respondents noted 
that the Los Angeles housing market makes it challenging to find affordable units suitable for the 
program. Interviewees also noted that because Los Angeles is geographically large and the initial 
employment-related services were only available in downtown Los Angeles, it was more 
challenging to engage participants and assist them with finding employment near their homes, 
which may have been located far from the downtown Los Angeles area. Finally, the program 
relied on property managers and landlords accepting participants as tenants, which meant that 
they needed to be comfortable with accepting individuals with a criminal background using a 
time-limited subsidy. It was unlike the preexisting HFH program, which provided a long-term 
rental subsidy and identified participants in the health care system rather than the criminal justice 
system. 

Organizational/service/staff factors that were identified as program challenges included 
increased case management needs across the county during program ramp-up, the lengthy time it 
takes to obtain housing, and the structured employment model that was used. Interviewees 
reported that as enrollment ramped up and people were placed into housing across Los Angeles 
County, it became more challenging to provide frequent in-person services. The ramp-up in 
enrollment also led to increased demand on the housing team to identify units, and sometimes led 
to long waits for participants to obtain housing. Also, it was reported that although Chrysalis has 
a strong track record of serving similar individuals who have criminal histories, Chrysalis found 
that Breaking Barriers clients were especially challenging to serve using its existing structured 
model that includes group and classroom-based trainings, as respondents suggested that a more 
personalized approach was needed for many participants. Finally, related to this point, several 
respondents commented that the clientele was younger than they expected and they felt that the 
services needed to be tailored differently to better engage them in the program.  
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Table 4.2. Stakeholder-Reported Program Challenges 

Challenges to Implementation 

External to the program but central to program design 

Housing market and high and rising rents in Los Angeles: A universally acknowledged barrier to program 
implementation was the lack of affordable and available housing. Direct service staff cited low vacancy rates 
coupled with high and rising rents throughout Los Angeles. This issue was viewed as being external to the 
program. Although housing presented a significant risk to the program’s success, no respondents identified any 
workable solutions to deal with this issue. 

Geographic spread and logistics: Interviewees also expressed concern that the geographic spread across 
Los Angeles County provided a challenge for service delivery. Case managers and housing coordinators often 
had to travel long distances from their main offices to meet with clients or to inspect their units. The large 
geographic area also presented unique challenges to the employment component of the program; Chrysalis was 
deemed to be implementing a very successful employment preparation and life skills training model, but its 
design is very centralized with all of the engagements taking place at its offices located in downtown Los 
Angeles. The localized model also meant that Chrysalis did not have equally strong networks across all 
communities where clients may have been placed into housing. Therefore, Chrysalis needed to spend some 
time building relationships in areas where it had not previously worked in hopes of helping clients find 
employment closer to their homes. 

Different landlords and property managers have different policies: Breaking Barriers clients faced a unique 
problem in finding housing because of their criminal records. It was reported that property managers and 
landlords have inconsistent policies around conducting background checks; some landlords are simply hesitant 
to rent to people on felony probation. Unlike HFH clients, who were eligible for a permanent rental subsidy, 
Breaking Barriers clients only had a temporary rental subsidy for 24 months, which was sometimes perceived as 
a more risky investment by landlords. Also, there was no need to declare the probation status or criminal history 
for most HFH clients. However, because of this program’s target population, landlords were aware of their 
status. This presented a challenge for working with new landlords, but the difficulty has been easing as the 
program builds up a track record of “looking out for” the landlord and the client. 

Organization-, service-, and staff-related factors 

Increasing the numbers of people served: Although this was not a challenge at the start of program 
implementation, as more clients enrolled, the number of program participants expanded rapidly for case 
managers, employment specialists, and housing coordinators. The increase in clients brought several logistical 
and time management challenges. With such a client-oriented program tailored to meet the clients where they 
are living and work with them toward specific goals (which are developed by the client at enrollment), it was 
challenging to provide the level of service necessary during this initial phase of the program. Often, this resulted 
in fewer check-ins or more text-based or phone check-ins rather than planned home visits, as clients often 
expressed how they appreciated the ease of receiving communications via text messaging. 

Length of time to get clients housed: Bearing in mind that the existing relationships with landlords helped get 
clients into housing, this process became more difficult as enrolled numbers increased, because new 
relationships needed to be developed and the availability of units remained a problem. Additionally, some of the 
initial delays in getting people into units were related to paperwork challenges. Many clients did not have the 
basic documents (e.g., identification, prior rental history) needed to complete the rental application process. The 
program’s approach was modified along the way, prioritizing the obtainment of personal documents needed for 
housing and then turning to the employment component. 
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Challenges to Implementation 

Structured employment model: Although the current employment model has been very successful with the 
typical walk-in clients at Chrysalis, it was reported that Breaking Barriers clients were more challenging to serve. 
Interviewees suggested that the program might need some modifications—specifically, interviewees suggested 
considering a mobile structure, nonclassroom settings, more one-on-one rather than group sessions, and more 
skills-based training. Also, life skills and résumé preparation might not be enough for the young program clients 
who have limited employment histories and skill sets. 

Client-related issues 

Population and demographics: At the end of the first year of implementation, the clients who were being 
served appeared to be significantly younger (on average) than anticipated by several interviewees. Except for 
age, the rest of the demographic characteristics were aligned with expectations. It is unclear whether this was an 
artifact of the system used to recruit participants. Interviewees reported that the younger clients posed unique 
challenges, suggesting that the program might need to be tailored better for their stage of development.  

Key Lessons Learned 

All respondents expressed very clearly where their roles began and ended, and clearly 
articulated the roles of other program staff. Overall, staff conveyed a shared philosophy and 
commitment to the program goals and to working with program participants. In terms of program 
challenges, a few of the issues were out of the control of the program, such as the housing 
affordability crisis and size of Los Angeles County. When these results were shared with 
stakeholders in response to a more-recent review of the study findings, the stakeholders reported 
ways in which they addressed many of the cited challenges. For example, more attention was 
paid to program ramp-up so that there was adequate staff available to meet the number of 
enrolled participants. Although the implementation planning meetings were eventually 
discontinued, staff from the key stakeholder groups—Los Angeles County Probation 
Department, DHS, Brilliant Corners (i.e., the housing and case management provider), and 
Chrysalis (i.e., the employment services provider)—continued to communicate on a regular basis 
about participant progress using a monthly reporting tool designed during the implementation 
planning phase for this purpose. Also, no participant was discharged from the program without 
discussion with the primary sponsor, continuing the frequent communication among 
stakeholders. 

The results from the formative evaluation brought to light the following key points of interest 
that were frequently discussed at the design and implementation team meetings:  

• There appeared to be some concern about whether the planned 24-month rental subsidy
would be sufficient to help clients succeed. Given that the program had reached the one-
year mark, program staff were actively engaged in discussion around this issue.

• The program is client-focused, and several issues were dealt with on a case-by-case basis,
as protocols continued to be developed. For example, what happens if a client falls out of
compliance with the Probation Department? Or if a client is consistently being suspended
from or losing employment? Should the Probation Department only refer clients who are
in the later phases of their supervision? These issues were not presented as either
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supporting or hindering implementation, but they suggest that there might be a need for 
more-established program protocols in several areas.  

• Some interviewees felt that the program participants found it a challenge to coordinate
with many different program-related staff (e.g., a DPO, case manager from Brilliant 
Corners, employment specialist from Chrysalis, housing coordinator from Brilliant 
Corners). Other interviewees thought that participants found it helpful to have a clearly 
identified point person for each aspect of the program. It was unclear (without talking to 
clients) whether there was a clear consensus on these issues. 

Recruitment and Enrollment 

Referral Rates 

For all analyses using individual-level participant information, we examined data from 
participants who had been enrolled in the program at least two years prior to the end date of the 
data set we received, which was December 2018. We used a two-year period to maximize the 
number of participants in our evaluation data set. Although individuals could receive up to a 24-
month rental subsidy that started sometime after program enrollment, by using the two-year 
program period, we balanced inclusion of participants who had adequate opportunity to receive 
the different program components (i.e., case management, employment, and housing) but did not 
preclude those who fell out of the program before two years or had yet to reach two years of a 
rental subsidy. This represented individuals who had been referred to the program during the first 
17 months of operation, from June 15, 2015, through October 31, 2016. If we were to only 
include individuals who had received 24 months of a rental subsidy in our analyses, it would bias 
our sample to include only those participants eligible to receive 24 months of a rental subsidy 
(i.e., a much smaller group of participants who were enrolled early in program implementation). 
Also, it would provide a less systematic presentation of the impact of the other program elements 
(i.e., case management and employment) that began at program entry because there was wide 
variation among participants in the time between program entry and when the rental subsidy was 
obtained (see Figure 4.1). 

From program inception (June 15, 2015) to October 31, 2016, 343 individuals were referred 
to the Breaking Barriers program. We chose to exclude referrals after October 2016 from our 
analysis so that every referred client in our analytic sample stood a reasonable chance of 
enrolling in the program before December 2016, two years before the end of our analytic data 
set. As shown in Figure 4.1, there was an average of 24 days between referral and enrollment; 
therefore, clients who were referred in November 2016 could not be expected to enroll within 
that same month. 
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Figure 4.1. Breaking Barriers Program Participation 
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Figure 4.2 displays the referral rates by program operating quarter. Because the referral 
period under consideration does not correspond exactly to the beginning and end of calendar 
quarters, the figure accounts for the number of days in each quarter that overlap with the referral 
period. That is, the first and last quarters presented in the figure represent one month of activity 
(June and October, respectively). As shown in this figure and typical to the start-up of new 
services and programs, referrals were slow at first but picked up strongly in the first half of 2016. 
However, referral rates declined sharply after the second quarter of 2016, picking up again only 
slightly in the fourth quarter. The decline in 2016 was due to a slowdown by program staff to 
focus on those enrolled and build up capacity to more efficiently assign participants to available 
units. 

Figure 4.2. Referral Rates by Program Quarter 

Of those referred to the program in this period, 228 (66 percent) were enrolled in the program 
prior to December 2016. As shown in Figure 4.1, 61 (18 percent of those referred) did not attend 
an eligibility meeting. Of those who attended an eligibility meeting, 54 (16 percent of those 
referred) were not enrolled or were enrolled after November 2016 and thus were excluded from 
the analysis because their program enrollment time at the end of the study period was less than 
two full years. We do not have full information on the reasons for program exclusion. However, 
from the early implementation meetings, we understand that some individuals who were referred 
and attended an eligibility meeting might have been determined not to meet the program 
qualifications, such as needing higher level of services. 
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Of the 343 referrals during this period, the supervision status varied. The majority of 
participants were from the ATC (n = 251; 73 percent), 79 were from the AB 109 caseload 
(23 percent), and 13 were on Non-ATC status (4 percent). The average number of days between 
referral and the eligibility meeting was 12 days (range from zero to 81 days, median eight days). 

Next, we compared the characteristics of the referred population with the characteristics of 
the enrolled population (see Table 4.3). Overall, the two populations were largely similar in 
terms of age, gender, supervision status, and referral source. However, the enrolled population 
had a noticeably higher percentage of black individuals and fewer individuals classified as 
Hispanic or white.  

Table 4.3. Characteristics of the Referred and Enrolled Population 

Who Is Served by the Program? Participant Characteristics and Enrollment Rates 

Next, we examined the characteristics of participants enrolled in the program. Because 
individuals who were enrolled in the program had a comprehensive assessment completed by 
members of the case management and employment support teams, more information was 

Enrolled (N = 228) 

Referred But Not 

Enrolled (N = 115) p-Value 

Age 
  

0.62 

Minimum 18 18 

Median 29 27 

Maximum 65 59 

Gender 0.45 

Female 26.3% 22.6% 

Male 73.7% 77.4% 

Race/ethnicity < 0.01 

Black 58.3% 36.5% 

Hispanic 27.6% 39.1% 

Other 4.8% 4.3% 

White 7.9% 18.3% 

Missing 1.3% 1.7% 

Supervision status 0.27 

AB 109 22.8% 23.5% 

ATC 74.6% 70.4% 

Non-ATC 2.6% 6.1% 

Referral source 0.76 

Probation 94.7% 93.9% 

Project 180 5.3% 6.1% 
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available on their status at program entry than on the entire population referred. The following 
are some key characteristics not already reported: 

• Five percent were married or living with a domestic partner.
• Education backgrounds were mixed:

- 21 percent had some postsecondary education (some college, a bachelor’s degree, or
higher) 

- 25 percent had at least a high school diploma or general education degree
- 44 percent had less than a high school diploma
- 10 percent did not have a reported level of education.

• Fifty-two percent reported having dependent children (younger than 18), and 10 percent
reported being responsible for child support.

• Only 1 percent were reported as veterans.
During the six months prior to program entry, participants reported residing in a variety of 

different settings. The following is a breakdown of places in which participants reported residing 
during that period: 

• 74 percent reported residing with family or friends.
• 14 percent reported being incarcerated.
• 14 percent reported living outdoors.
• 12 percent reported staying in transitional housing.
• 29 percent reported staying in other locations, including hotels, motels, and homeless

shelters.
In terms of employment status at program entry, we had limited information. Of the 228 

enrolled in the program, we had assessment information from 65 percent (148 individuals) within 
about 30 days of the enrollment date. At that time, 24 percent (35 individuals) reported being 
employed. However, 46 percent (68 individuals) reported having an income (that is, earnings 
from a job or other source, such as social benefits), earning on average $1,037 per month. 

Program enrollment rates over time (Figure 4.3) essentially mirrored the rates observed by 
the referral process (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2). Enrollment gradually increased over the first five 
quarters from a rate of roughly one enrollment every five days to a rate of more than three 
enrollments every five days. Enrollments then declined sharply in the third quarter of 2016, 
before rebounding in the last quarter of 2016. The mean time between eligibility meeting and 
program admission was 12 days (range from two to 41 days). 
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Figure 4.3. Enrollment Rates by Program Quarter 

Are There Participant Characteristics That Influence Program Participation? 

A key component of the Breaking Barriers program was involvement in case management, 
employment, and housing support services. Although case management and employment 
services were initiated upon program entry, the housing component was not provided 
immediately. Therefore, we examined program participation in light of receipt of the different 
program elements and whether there were participant characteristics that were associated with 
participation rates in relation to these different elements. 

What Are the Primary Causes of Program Exits? 

We examined participant exits between program enrollment and housing obtainment and 
between housing obtainment and up to two years after program enrollment. As shown earlier in 
Figure 4.1, 41 participants (18 percent) exited the program before obtaining housing. Of those 
who exited the program before obtaining housing, we classified exits based on the primary 
program outcomes: (1) exit to a stable housing setting (e.g., receipt of another permanent subsidy 
or relocation to a stable housing with family or friends); (2) exit to unstable, unknown, or neutral 
housing status (i.e., participant’s location at exit was classified as a transitional setting, such as 
interim housing or residential substance use treatment, or whereabouts were unknown at exit, or 
participant had died); or (3) recidivism exit (i.e., exited program because of incarceration). Using 
these criteria, 11 participants (27 percent) were classified as having a positive exit (i.e., a 
permanent housing situation); 17 participants (41 percent) were classified as having an unstable, 
unknown, or neutral housing exit (i.e., two were in transitional housing, one living temporarily in 
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a family member’s home, whereabouts were unknown for 13 participants, and one participant 
was deceased); and 13 participants (32 percent) were incarcerated.   

Among participants who obtained a program housing subsidy (n = 187), we found that 
62 percent (n = 116) were still receiving the housing subsidy two years after they had been 
enrolled in the program (see Figure 4.1). Thirty-eight percent (n = 71) had exited the program 
after obtaining housing. Among these, 28 percent had moved to stable housing (n = 20; five were 
coded as no longer needing a subsidized unit, two were placed in a different type of subsidized 
unit, and 13 exited to permanent housing situations with family or friends); 37 percent had 
moved to an unstable (i.e., six to a friend’s or family member’s home, four to a substance use 
treatment facility, and one to the streets), unknown (n = 13), or neutral living situation (one died 
and one to a U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement detention facility), and 35 percent had 
been incarcerated (n = 25).  

Table 4.4 shows the exit status of participants (i.e., stably housed; unstable, unknown, or 
neutral housing; incarcerated; or still enrolled in the program after two years) by demographic 
characteristics. Overall, more than 50 percent of the population were still enrolled in the program 
at the two-year mark. About 17 percent were incarcerated at some point during the program. 
These findings are largely consistent across demographics; for example, 47 percent of transition-
aged youth were still enrolled in the program at the two-year mark and 14 percent had been 
incarcerated. We conducted statistical tests to determine whether any of these participant 
characteristics were associated with the different exit categories. In general, there were no large 
differences between these groupings. One exception is that those participants with a driver’s 
license were less likely to have been incarcerated and more likely to have not exited the program 
at the two-year mark, suggesting that entering the program with a driver’s license may have been 
protective from experiencing an early negative exit from the program.  
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Table 4.4. Program Status by Participant Demographic Characteristics 

N In Stable Housing Incarcerated 

In Unstable, 
Unknown, or 

Neutral Housing No Exit p-Value 

Overall 228 13.6% 16.7% 18.9% 50.88% 
 

Transition-aged youth (ages 18–25) 0.43 

Yes 85 15.3% 14.1% 23.5% 47.1% 

No 143 12.6% 18.2% 16.1% 53.2% 

Gender 0.74 

Male 168 14.9% 16.1% 17.9% 51.2% 

Female 60 10.0% 18.3% 21.7% 50.0% 

Race/ethnicity 0.14 

Black 133 11.3% 14.3% 21.8% 52.6% 

Hispanic 63 22.2% 20.6% 14.3% 42.9% 

White 18 0.0% 22.2% 22.2% 55.6% 

Other race 11 9.10% 18.2% 0.0% 72.7% 

Missinga 3 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 

Education 0.28 

Postsecondary 48 10.4% 8.3% 16.7% 64.6% 

High school 
graduate 

58 17.2% 20.7% 13.8% 48.3% 

No high school 
diploma or missing 

122 13.1% 18.0% 22.1% 46.7% 

Supervision status 0.45 

AB 109 52 17.3% 9.6% 19.2% 53.9% 

ATC 170 12.4% 18.2% 18.2% 51.2% 

Non-ATC 6 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 

Driver’s license 0.04 

Yes 78 14.1% 9.0% 10.3% 66.7% 

No 129 12.4% 18.6% 19.4% 49.6% 

Missinga 21 19.1% 33.3% 47.6% 0.0% 

Marital status 0.22 

Divorced 24 16.7% 12.5% 4.2% 66.7% 

Married 12 8.3% 8.3% 0.0% 83.3% 

Single 171 12.9% 15.8% 18.7% 52.6% 

Missing 21 19.1% 33.3% 47.6% 0.0% 

Referral source 0.22 

Probation 216 12.5% 17.1% 19.0% 51.4% 

Project 180 12 33.3% 8.3% 16.7% 41.7% 

NOTE: a Missing refers to the data being unavailable. 
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Outcomes 
Next, we explored whether participants changed their status in terms of employment, 

housing, income, and benefits during enrollment in the program. In addition, we examined 
felony conviction rates following program entry. Each of these outcomes was examined in 
relation to key participant characteristics—that is, age, gender, race/ethnicity, educational level 
at program entry, and supervision status (AB 109 versus ATC). 

Employment 

We first examined how many participants were employed in the first and last day of program 
participation using data from Chrysalis to provide a first look at changes over time in 
employment status (see Table 4.5). We used job start and end dates for this analysis; when no job 
end date was provided, we assumed the participant was still employed. As shown in the table, a 
little more than half of the sample (53.1 percent) was not employed at either time point. Almost 
23 percent became employed and 15 percent maintained employment at both time points. A little 
less than 9 percent lost employment between the start and last day in the program. 

Table 4.5. Employment Status in First and Last Month 

Status 

Last Day 

Employed 

Last Day 

Not Employed 

First day Employed 35 (15.4%) 20 (8.8%) 

First day Not employed 52 (22.8%) 121 (53.1%) 

Next, we examined whether any participant characteristics were associated with obtaining 
employment among those who were unemployed at the start of the program (n = 173). More 
specifically, we examined age, gender, race/ethnicity, education level, and supervision status, 
excluding the six Non-ATC cases from the model. We also included in the model the time that a 
participant was housed to see how such a factor might influence employment opportunities. We 
did not find that any of these participant characteristics were associated with obtaining 
employment. Educational level appeared to be related, such that individuals with a higher 
education at program entry were more likely to obtain employment during the two-year program 
period, but this result was not statistically significant after correcting for multiple testing.  
According to the model, if every individual in the program did not have a high school diploma, 
then 23 percent of them would have been employed at the end of the study period. By 
comparison, the model found that if every individual in the program instead had some 
postsecondary education, then 46 percent would have been employed at the end of the study 
period. Time housed was also a significant predictor for obtaining employment. According to the 
model, if every participant had been housed for six months, then 16 percent of them would have 
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been employed at the end of the study period. In contrast, if every participant in the model had 
been housed for 18 months, then 36 percent would have been employed at the end of the study 
period. In other words, an additional year in the program was associated with a 20-percent 
increase in the probability of being employed. 

We also examined several employment outcomes: whether participants were employed at 
any point during the program period, the number of days employed, the average hours worked 
per week while employed, the number of jobs while employed, the average hourly wage while 
employed, whether health insurance was provided by an employer, and whether employment was 
permanent rather than temporary or seasonal in nature. First, we examined these outcomes for 
the entire two-year program period and then we also looked at each six-month program period to 
see whether there were differences over time. 

During the two-year program period, we found the following: 

• One hundred and twenty-eight participants (56.1 percent) were employed at any time
point.

• Of those employed,

- the mean days employed over the two-year program period was 269 days
- the percentage of days employed out of the days enrolled in the program was

41 percent 
- the average number of jobs that participants held during the program was one
- the average hours worked per week while employed was 31 hours
- the average wage while employed was $12 per hour
- the percentage of time individuals were provided health insurance while employed

was 4 percent 
- the percentage of jobs that were permanent in nature was 58 percent.

Next, we provide information about trends over time in employment during the two-year 
program period. For these numbers, only participants who were enrolled in the program during 
the entire reported period are presented (e.g., enrolled for at least six months to be included in the 
Months 1–6 column). Table 4.6 shows that the percentage of program participants employed 
gradually increased over the two-year program. Almost 37 percent of participants were 
employed in the first quarter of the program (i.e., months 1–6) and this number rose to more than 
46 percent in the second half of the first year, then increased to 51.9 percent in the first part of 
the second year, and up to 58 percent in the last quarter of the program period (i.e., months 19–
24). Of note, of the 68 participants employed at some point in the last six-month period (i.e., 
months 19–24), 61 participants (90 percent) were employed at some point in one of the 
preceding periods. Table 4.6 also shows that the average percentage of time employed during 
each six-month period increased from 15.2 percent to 43.6 percent across the two-year period. 
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Table 4.6. Employment During Each Six-Month Program Period 

Months 1–6 Months 7–12 Months 13–18 Months 19–24 

Sample size 193 169 156 117 

Number employed 71 78 81 68 

Percentage employed 36.8% 46.2% 51.9% 58.1% 

Mean percentage time 
employed 

15.2% 26.1% 36.2% 43.6% 

The average number of jobs while employed did not vary across the four six-month periods, 
and participants stayed at an average of one job (not shown). The hours worked per week while 
employed also did not vary substantially over time but ranged from 31 hours in the second six-
month period (i.e., months 7–12) to 33 hours in the last six-month period (i.e., months 19–24). 
Wages also did not vary substantially over time but ranged from $11.20 per hour in the second 
six-month period to $12 per hour in the last six-month period. There also were no statistically 
meaningful changes in the percentage of time participants were receiving health insurance while 
they were employed; it ranged from 2.3 percent of the time in the first six-month period to 
6.6 percent of the time in the last six-month period. The average portion of time that each 
participant was employed in a permanent tenure position ranged from 54.1 percent in the first 
six-month period to 64.4 percent in the last six-month period; this change over time was also not 
found to be statistically meaningful. 

Participant Predictors of Employment 

We used multivariable regression analyses to examine whether any key participant 
characteristics—including age, gender, race/ethnicity, education level at program entry, 
supervision status (i.e., AB 109 versus ATC, because the Non-ATC sample was not large enough 
to include)—and time in program (by the four six-month periods) were associated with the 
following employment outcomes: employment, number of days employed, hours per week 
employed, hourly wage while employed, portion of time with health insurance coverage while 
employed, and portion of time with permanent-tenure status while employed. The associations 
between time period and the outcome have already been described. In terms of participant 
characteristics, we found the following: 

• Women were less likely to be employed (50 percent) than men (58 percent).
• Women had fewer days employed (on average 110 days) compared with men (166

days).
• Individuals who were Hispanic were more likely to have a permanent-tenure position

(on average 75 percent) compared with black participants or individuals of other
races/ethnicities (49 percent).
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No other associations between participant characteristics and the employment outcomes were 
found to be statistically significant. The full regression results are available in Appendix B. 

Housing 

For housing, we examined several outcomes: whether participants obtained housing using the 
program subsidy, time to receipt of housing through the program subsidy, and participant 
characteristics in relation to housing obtainment and time housed. 

Of the 228 participants enrolled during the first 17 months of program implementation, 187 
(82 percent) obtained housing. As shown in Figure 4.1, the average time to receipt of housing 
after program entry was 122 days (median = 86 days; range from 15 to 672 days) for the 185 
participants who obtained housing. To better understand our analytic sample, we examined the 
length of time housed. In this group, the average time housed was 596 days (i.e., more than 18 
months). The distribution of days housed is displayed in Appendix B along with other 
descriptive statistics about this group. 

Participant predictors of housing. When examining participant characteristics (age, gender, 
race/ethnicity, educational status, and supervision status) with housing obtainment, we did not 
find any participant characteristics with a statistically significant association with housing 
obtainment, although younger participants (18–25 years old) were housed at a slightly lower rate 
(75 percent) than older participants (85 percent), males less than females (80 percent versus 
85 percent, respectively), and Hispanics less than blacks (73 percent versus 84 percent, 
respectively). We did not find any other meaningful trends associated with participant 
characteristics and housing obtainment. 

Income and Benefits 

Data related to income and benefits were examined at the time of program referral, at the 
time of program enrollment, at housing move-in, and at the time of housing exit or at the end of 
our evaluation period (whichever came first). We examined these data for all enrolled clients 
(228 individuals) and those who received housing (185 individuals) at the time of program 
referral and at the client enrollment date to determine whether there were any differences 
between the groups in terms of reported income and benefit status. 

The type of information available regarding income status and benefit receipt varied across 
the program period, and we did not have full information on the entire study sample. At program 
referral, we had access to categorical data regarding an individual’s sources of income. At 
program enrollment, we had categorical data regarding a participant’s sources of income. At 
housing move-in, we had information about the client’s portion of income being applied to rent, 
their rental subsidy amount, and total rent. At housing exit or the end of our evaluation period 
(whichever came first), we had access to the same data as at housing move-in. We also examined 
these data in relation to program exit status (i.e., stably housed; incarcerated; unstably housed, 
unknown, or neutral; exit or still enrolled in the program at the end of the evaluation period). 
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At Program Referral 

The case management database maintained by Brilliant Corners provided information about 
income sources at the time of referral to the program. One-quarter of participants reported being 
employed and about one-quarter reported no income source (see Table 4.7). A little more than 
one-quarter were receiving General Relief cash benefits and almost one-quarter were receiving 
CalFresh benefits. Less common sources of income were Social Security and unemployment. We 
observed that participants who had not exited the program at two years had generally higher 
benefits and income at program referral than those who exited the program before two years. 

Table 4.7. Percentage of Participants Reporting Benefits or Income at Program Referral 

Benefit or 

Income 

All 

Participants 

n = 228 

All 

Housed 

n = 187 

Stably 

Housed 

at Exit 

n = 20 

Incarcerated 

at Exit 

n = 25 

Unstably Housed, 

Unknown,  

Neutral Exit 

n = 26 

No Exit 

n = 116 

CalFresh 24.6% 23.8% 5.0% 36.0% 15.4% 25.9% 

Employed 25.0% 26.5% 20.0% 16.0% 11.5% 32.8% 

General Relief 29.0% 30.3% 25.0% 32.0% 30.8% 30.2% 

No income 24.1% 22.7% 35.0% 24.0% 34.6% 18.1% 

Other 12.7% 13.5% 30.0% 16.0% 7.7% 11.2% 

Social Security 
Disability Income 
(SSDI) 

1.7% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.9% 

Social Security 
Income (SSI) 

4.0% 3.2% 0.0% 8.0% 7.7% 2.6% 

Unemployment 1.3% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 

At Program Entry 

Assessment information tracked by Chrysalis was used to examine income and benefit 
sources at program entry. We used assessment data collected within about 30 days from program 
entry, but we did not have complete information from all participants. Table 4.8 provides detail 
on the percentage of participants reporting different sources of income. We computed this not 
only for all participants but also by exit status to explore whether income and benefits at program 
entry were related to program participation. Given the rates of missingness, one should use 
caution in interpreting these findings. 
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Table 4.8. Sources of Income at Program Entry 

Source 

Participantsa 
n = 148 

Housed 

n = 129 

Stably 

Housed at 

Exit 

n = 14 

Incarcerated 

at Exit 

n = 17 

Unstably 

Housed, 

Unknown, 

Neutral Exit 

n = 14 

No Exit 

n = 84 

Child support 2.0% 0.8% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Earned income 46.0% 46.5% 42.9% 29.4% 28.6% 53.6% 

General Relief 39.9% 39.5% 57.1% 47.1% 50.0% 33.3% 

Other 2.7% 3.1% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 3.6% 

Pension or 
retirement 
income 

0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

SSDI 1.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 1.2% 

SSI 4.1% 3.1% 0.0% 5.9% 21.4% 0.0% 

Self-employed 
wages 

0.7% 0.8% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

TANF 8.8% 9.3% 7.1% 5.9% 0.0% 11.9% 

Unemployment 
insurance 

2.7% 3.1% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 3.6% 

NOTE: TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. 
a As noted in the text, data were missing for many participants (n = 80 or 35 percent of enrollees). 

At Move-In and Two-Year Mark or Program Exit 

In relation to benefits and income, we examined Brilliant Corners records on participants’ 
contributions to monthly rent, the program rental subsidy, and the total rent amount (see 
Table 4.9). Here, the average participant contribution to the total rent increased by 60 percent 
from housing move-in ($110) to the two-year mark or program exit ($174) but still is far below 
the total rental housing amount. In addition, we fit a multiple regression model examining the 
change in participant contribution from move-in to exit and how this relates to such factors as 
client demographics and time in the program. Although we did not find that any of the 
participant characteristics (i.e., age, gender, race/ethnicity, educational level, or supervision 
status) were related to changes in rental contribution amounts, we did find that each day of 
program enrollment increased the participants’ contribution to rent by roughly 25 cents (see 
Appendix B). This result was not statistically significant after applying for multiple tests, but it 
provides some (weak) evidence that longer stays in the program were associated with higher 
contributions to rent. However, it is also important to keep in mind that these figures suggest that 
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there were only small gains in participants’ capacities to support their total rental housing costs 
during the program period. 

Table 4.9. Income, Rental Subsidy, and Total Rent Amounts 

At Move-In At Two-Year Mark or Program Exit 

n Mean Median Min. Max. n Mean Median Min. Max. 

Client 
portion 

180 $110.39 $39.30 $0.00 $789.20 183 $174.04 $39.30 $0.00 $1,182.24 

BC 
subsidy 

180 $1,006.91 $994.90 $362.58 $1,576.06 183 $996.30 $1,000.00 $117.96 $1,500.00 

Total 
rent 

180 $1,113.45 $1,100.00 $780.00 $2,000.00 183 $1,163.95 $1,166.00 $780.00 $2,000.00 

To assess whether these patterns in participant income and subsidy had any relationship to 
program status, we examined these values based on participant exit status (see Table 4.10). As 
shown in the table, individuals who have not exited the program increased the client portion of 
their rent from $125.64 on average to $223.25, which is a large increase (78 percent) but falls 
well short of the total average rental amount of $1,200.00. We did not receive complete 
information on benefits and other sources of income at program exit or the two-year mark to 
compare with the program referral and entry time points. 
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Table 4.10. Income, Rental Subsidy, and Total Rent Amounts by Exit Status 

At Move-In At Two-Year Mark or Program Exit 

Exit Status 
Rental 

Information n Mean Median Min. Max. n Mean Median Min. Max. 
Stably housed at exit 

Client portion 19 $108.27 $35.30 $0.00 $702.82 20 $127.24 $32.49 $0.00 $782.04 
BC subsidy 19 $899.49 $900.00 $362.58 $1,308.70 20 $947.33 $975.00 $117.96 $1,350.00 
Total rent 19 $1,006.06 $950.00 $780.00 $1,350.00 20 $1,074.57 $1,064.95 $850.00 $1,350.00 

Incarcerated at exit 
Client portion 25 $84.06 $40.42 $0.00 $466.80 25 $81.23 $40.42 $0.00 $297.52 
BC subsidy 25 $1,078.02 $1,100.00 $683.20 $1,414.00 25 $1,100.84 $1,114.90 $650.80 $1,460.70 
Total rent 25 $1,162.08 $1,175.00 $800.00 $1,565.00 25 $1,182.07 $1,195.00 $800.00 $1,565.00 

Unstably housed, unknown, or neutral exit 
Client portion 24 $68.33 $14.15 $0.00 $453.00 24 $75.98 $0.00 $0.00 $453.00 
BC subsidy 24 $983.30 $952.85 $679.00 $1,350.00 24 $1,001.77 $957.64 $697.00 $1,350.00 
Total rent 24 $1,051.63 $1,075.00 $800.00 $1,600.00 24 $1,077.75 $1,125.00 $800.00 $1,350.00 

No exit 
Client portion 112 $125.64 $39.30 $0.00 $789.20 114 $223.25 $114.40 $0.00 $1,182.24 
BC subsidy 112 $1,014.32 $994.90 $472.00 $1,576.06 114 $980.81 $983.03 $248.61 $1,500.00 
Total rent 112 $1,134.06 $1,576.00 $780.00 $3,054.00 114 $1,193.80 $1,200.00 $780.00 $2,000.01 
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What Are the Recidivism Rates of Program Participants? 

We defined recidivism as the conviction of a participant for a felony offense within the two 
years following program enrollment. We limited our definition to the conviction of felony 
offenses because (1) all participants were on probation for a past felony conviction; and (2) 
convictions, rather than arrests, are better indicators of seriousness of the event and ongoing 
criminal justice involvement. We also explored the length of time to a felony conviction after 
program enrollment among participants. 

Of the 228 people enrolled in the program, we received post-enrollment criminal justice data 
on 221 individuals. Of those for whom we received data, 18.55 percent (n = 41) had a felony 
conviction in the two years following program enrollment. Similar to the other outcomes, we 
examined whether a felony conviction post-enrollment was related to age, gender, race/ethnicity, 
education level, and supervision status. Although none of our results are statistically significant 
after correcting for multiple tests, it appears that younger participants were more likely to have a 
new felony conviction than older participants, and that whites and those classified as “other 
race/ethnicity” were more likely to have a new felony conviction compared with blacks (see 
Appendix B). More specifically, if every participant was 25 years old, then 23.6 percent of them 
would have received a felony conviction; whereas if all the participants were age 50, then the 
model estimates that 7 percent would have received a felony conviction. Regarding the race-
related findings, if all participants were black, then 14.1 percent would have received a felony 
conviction; if all the participants were white, then the model estimates that 38.2 percent of them 
would have received a felony conviction. 

Next, we explored time to felony conviction by participant characteristics and housing 
obtainment. The median time to felony conviction was 314 days. The ATC supervision group 
had shorter times to reconviction (median = 311.5; n = 34) compared with the AB 109 
participants (median = 497; n = 7). Also, women (n = 7) had shorter times to conviction (median 
= 118 days) compared with men (median = 369.5 days; n = 34). In terms of race/ethnicity, blacks 
had longer times to conviction (median = 314 days; n = 17), compared with Hispanics (median = 
238.5 days; n = 14), but shorter times compared with whites (median = 456.5 days; n = 6) and 
other race/ethnicity (median = 538; n = 4). Given the small sample sizes for some of these 
subgroups, these results should be interpreted with caution. Participant dropout due to recidivism 
over time is displayed for each of these groups in the survival curves in Appendix B. Unlike the 
previous model that examined whether a new felony conviction occurred, the model examining 
time to first new felony conviction did not show significant effects for age and race after 
applying for multiple tests. The felony conviction rate among participants who were housed was 
13 percent. The number of days housed was not related to time to felony conviction. 
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Chapter 5. Key Findings, Recommendations, and Limitations 

Key Findings 

Formative Evaluation 

Overall, the Breaking Barriers program met many of its goals within the first year of 
implementation. The participating organizations were able to successfully plan and scale up the 
program. Some of the facilitators that key stakeholders mentioned as crucial to the program’s 
success were placing an early emphasis on communication across partners, capitalizing on the 
experience of the selected partners, and providing a client-focused program with a one-stop shop 
for case management and employment services. In terms of program challenges, stakeholders 
mentioned concerns about external circumstances, such as operating in a large, dispersed county 
that lacks affordable housing options and an employment program that was based out of one 
location. There was also concern expressed about serving a relatively young population of clients 
who might have had different needs and priorities than the previously anticipated population and 
whether the 24-month rental subsidy was sufficient. 

Summative Evaluation 

Regarding employment, about 15 percent of the participants for whom information was 
available had a job at both the time of program entry and at the time of program exit (or at two 
years of enrollment if they did not exit the program within two years). A little less than one-
quarter of participants started the program without a job and ended the program employed; less 
than 10 percent started off employed and ended up without employment. The majority of 
participants were not employed at program entry or at program exit or at the end of the two-year 
period. Men were more likely to be employed than women. When examining who achieved 
employment among those unemployed at the program’s start, it appeared that individuals who 
were housed for longer periods of time and with postsecondary education were employed at 
higher rates at the time of program exit. We also examined employment status using six-month 
intervals to get a sense of how employment outcomes developed throughout the program. We 
found that a little more than half of participants (56 percent) were employed at some point during 
the program. Of those who were employed, they worked an average of 31 hours per week and 
earned $12 per hour. 

Despite the challenges already mentioned regarding the lack of affordable housing in Los 
Angeles County, the program successfully housed more than 80 percent of participants. 
Participants, on average, waited about four months after program entry to obtain housing, and 
during that time, less than 18 percent dropped out of the program. While some of these 
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participants found another permanent housing situation, some were incarcerated and some 
transitioned to an unstable housing environment or their whereabouts were unknown at exit. 
Once housed, more than one-third exited the program before two years. Of those, 35 percent 
were incarcerated and 37 percent transitioned to an unstable housing situation or their 
whereabouts were unknown. Overall, about 17 percent of those enrolled in the program were 
incarcerated following program entry. At two years, about half of participants were continuing to 
receive the rental housing subsidy. 

Whether this program should be considered a success is difficult to judge. First, the available 
data did not allow for making causal attributions about the effects of the program (i.e., we could 
not observe how participants would have fared without the intervention). We can only examine 
outcomes among those who were referred and enrolled in the program and whether they received 
services and experienced changes in their employment, income, and housing status during the 
two-year program period. Second, the participants are not likely to be representative of all 
individuals under AB 109, ATC, or Non-ATC supervision (i.e., they were specifically selected to 
participate because of their lack of stable housing but otherwise good standing with their POs). 
We were not aware of any existing data on the housing, employment, income, and recidivism 
status of similar individuals to put the program outcomes into context; lacking this information, 
we cannot make any conclusive statements. Recent data suggest that individuals under probation 
or parole in California have two-year felony reconviction rates of around 22 percent (Bird, Goss, 
and Nguyen, 2019) with rates varying depending on whether an individual was initially 
sentenced to prison (25 percent), jail (28 percent), or probation (21 percent). Among program 
participants who were housed, the felony reconviction rate was 13 percent. The participants in 
this program were presumably at higher risk of reoffending than the general felony offender 
population because of their homelessness and employment status. 

About 50 percent of those enrolled in the program (116 of 228) continued to receive the 
subsidy two years after enrollment. For most participants, this represented more than 18 months 
of a rental subsidy. Although one of the goals of the program was to offer a time-limited subsidy 
to assist individuals to become stably housed, it appears that about half of the participants needed 
a longer period before they could become stably housed without the subsidy. Although the 
average participant contribution to the housing rent amount increased over time, it still fell far 
short of the total housing rental amount. 

Our examination of participant characteristics in relation to the key program outcomes 
suggests that the program outcomes were better for certain participants, such as older, male, non-
Hispanic populations. These findings were based on trends in the data that suggest that younger 
and Hispanic participants were more likely to drop out earlier, for example, or that women’s 
employment outcomes were not as robust as men’s outcomes. 
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Recommendations 
Although we cannot make conclusive statements about the effectiveness of Breaking 

Barriers, we were able to examine whether there were participant characteristics that were 
associated with the program goals of employment, income, housing, and new felony 
reconvictions. This section discusses what program planners and policymakers may consider in 
light of the study findings. 

First, our findings suggest that although about half of participants were employed and 
increased their income during the two-year program period, most were still receiving a rental 
subsidy. To better understand how the program can improve employment and income status, 
more information is needed. A follow-up would be worthwhile to find out what contributed to 
the success with the few participants who were able to find jobs that enabled them to increase 
their incomes so that they no longer needed a rental subsidy. Also, it would be valuable to follow 
up with individuals who have not been able to find employment to identify the key barriers that 
are preventing them from becoming employed. Additionally, it would be useful to meet with 
participants who have been incarcerated to find out what precipitated the offense and how the 
program could have addressed their needs differently. 

Following this information gathering, program planners may want to tailor the program 
based on what they learn. For instance, this might entail enhancing the employment support arm 
of the program or developing more-specific program participant eligibility criteria. One example 
of this approach would be to address the finding that women had less success in obtaining 
employment than men. When we shared these results with the program stakeholders, it was 
suggested that women are more likely to be the primary caretakers for their children and, as a 
result, struggled more with becoming employed because of the competing demands on their 
time. As a result, greater assistance with child care might be a component worth adding to the 
program to better meet the needs of participants who are primarily responsible for the care of 
their children. 

There also may be other important factors that contributed to the program outcomes that we 
were not able to examine. For example, the location of the rental housing might contribute to 
program success. Also, other participant or contextual factors that we were not able to include in 
our analyses might play an important role (e.g., previous work experience, obtaining a job 
located near housing). These factors could be explored through a more comprehensive analysis. 

Although we did not have enough data to examine what happens after the housing subsidy 
ends, this should be of prime interest to the stakeholders moving forward. Over the next year, 
there are many participants who should be reaching the end of their 24-month subsidy. Our data, 
along with our interactions with the stakeholders, suggest that many participants will not be able 
to support the full rental amount at the end of the 24-month subsidy period. We understand from 
our recent communications with program stakeholders that the subsidies may have been 
extended on a case-by-case basis for those who are still engaged in the case management and 
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employment support components. These findings suggest that the program should focus on 
preparing the participants for an alternative living situation in advance of the end of the subsidy 
(e.g., transitioning to a living situation where the rental payment is a shared expense). 

Given that employment earnings lagged behind rental amounts, the rental subsidy potentially will 
need to be extended, and program planners might want to examine the investment needed to assist 
participants in gaining employment with higher compensation amounts. This could take the form of 
added support for advancing educational levels or technical skills during the program period. We 
learned from the program stakeholders that many participants struggled to access opportunities 
during the program to advance education or technical skills, which are directly tied to increased 
earning potential. Understanding and addressing the barriers that participants face in taking 
advantage of these opportunities and potentially expanding the opportunities available for 
participants to gain a better compensated skill set are necessary. 

Study Limitations 
Several limitations to this evaluation should be noted. Regarding the formative work, it was 

conducted during the first year of implementation and the program may have continued to evolve 
after that point, making some aspects of the findings less relevant today. Nevertheless, these 
early experiences may help other entities plan and scale up similar initiatives. Regarding the 
summative evaluation, it is important to note that we only examined the outcomes of program 
participants; that is, we did not have access to a control or comparison group that would allow us 
to attribute changes in outcomes to the program. We also did not have access to reliable data on 
participant outcomes prior to or at program entry, making it difficult to ascertain whether there 
were changes over time during the program. That said, the program maintained good records of 
housing status, employment, and rental contributions while participants were enrolled. Little 
research exists regarding these characteristics among a population on felony probation 
experiencing housing instability. 

Conclusions 
Los Angeles County successfully scaled up an employment and rapid rehousing program 

targeting individuals on felony probation who were experiencing homelessness or who were 
unstably housed. A little over half of participants were employed sometime over the two-year 
period. Although employed, participants worked on average 31 hours for about $12 per hour. 
More than 80 percent of participants obtained housing and about half remained on the subsidy up 
to two years after program entry. About one-third of participants were reincarcerated or returned 
to an unknown or less stable housing situation. For participants who received the full Breaking 
Barriers intervention (i.e., housing, case management, and employment services), the felony re-
conviction rate was significantly lower than what is known about that of the general felony 
offender population in California.  
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Appendix A. Stakeholder Interview Protocol 

Stakeholder Interview 

Date ___________________ 
Interviewer Name ___________________  Participant Name: ___________________ 

INTRODUCTION AND VERBAL CONSENT 

Thank you for taking the time to talk with us today about the Breaking Barriers program. My name is ____and I 

work at the RAND Corporation, a nonprofit, nonpartisan, research organization. [OPTIONAL: I also want to 

introduce ___________ from RAND who will help us with note-taking during the interview].  

Our discussion today is part of a study that is being conducted by RAND in partnership with the L.A. County 

Department of Health Services, Probation Department and Brilliant Corners. 

Before we begin, I would like to remind you that the main goals of these interviews are to understand the 

objectives of the Breaking Barriers program, the way the program is being implemented and any challenges 

faced to date in implementing the program.  

Today we want to talk about the Breaking Barriers Program from your point of view. I want to emphasize that 

there are no wrong or right answers; we just want to get the most accurate picture of how things have been 

working and what has helped or hindered implementation of the program. The information you provide will help 

us to improve the design and implementation of similar programs. 

The interview will last about one hour. Your participation is voluntary. You may choose not to participate, decline 

to answer any question, or stop the interview at any time. All information we collect will be used for research 

purposes only, and we will keep your name and the information you provide strictly confidential. Your responses 

will be combined with others and reported in the aggregate. If quotations are used in any written reports, they will 

be included only for illustrative purposes and will not be attributed to any individual. Even though we will not 

attribute interview responses to individuals in our reports, there is a chance of identification by inference because 

the number of people we are interviewing from each agency type is small. So please do not say anything that you 

would not want to be attributed to you or your agency, because we cannot guarantee readers would not be able 

to identify respondents by inference. 

RAND will not release identifiable information to Breaking Barriers program staff or anyone else outside the RAND 

project team, unless we are required to by law. The information you provide will be used to improve the Breaking 

Barriers program and the services it provides to its clients. 

We will be taking notes during the meeting but I’d like to audio record the interview, to make sure that we 

accurately capture what you tell us. The audio recording will only be used by project staff, and we’ll destroy it 

when the project is done.  

If you have any questions or concerns after the interview, please do not hesitate to contact Sarah Hunter, the 

Principal Investigator. Her contact information is provided in the initial email we sent to schedule the interview. 
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Do I have your permission to proceed with the interview? 

[IF NO:] Thank the person anyway.  

[IF YES:] Do I also have your permission to audio record the interview? WAIT FOR A RESPONSE OF YES 

Do you have any questions before we begin? [Answer any questions and then proceed to interview.] [Please turn 
recorder on]. 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. Tell me a bit about your involvement with Breaking Barriers

a. How long have you worked on the Breaking Barriers program?

b. What proportion of your time is dedicated to working on the Breaking Barriers program?

2. Can you give me an overview of your organization? I’m thinking of things like your organization’s mission,

the clients you serve, and range of services the agency provides generally (not just to Breaking Barriers).

3. What services does your agency provide to Breaking Barriers and what is your specific role?

4. How is your agency compensated for its services to Breaking Barriers participants, if at all (e.g., stipend for

$X amount, percentage of time covered equating to $X amount, payment per client served)?

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

We would now like to ask you about the goals of the program. 

5. What do you perceive to be the main goals of the Breaking Barriers program?

6. Can you tell me about some of the effects the program is having/or is likely to have on participants? Probe
about recidivism, employment status, housing retention, or service utilization

7. What benefits do you think the program is having or can have on the community? Probe about cost
savings, or reductions in recidivism.

8. What policy or legislative impacts could the Breaking Barriers program have at the county- or state-level?

(e.g., more funding toward probation initiatives, more stringent regulation)

IMPLEMENTATION 

Now we want to talk about your experience during the implementation process 

9. What things have worked well?

a. Probe about the following in turn:

i. Existing services in the community

ii. Relationships among program stakeholders—government departments, funding

partners, private landlords, clients

iii. Organizational or program structure

iv. Leadership
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v. Staff/team cohesion

vi. Training/technical assistance.

b. Are there specific things about the Breaking Barriers program that helped implementation run

smoothly (program characteristics)?

10. What were some of the challenges you experienced in implementing the program?

a. Probe about the following in turn:

i. Housing—availability of housing, affordability of housing, housing readiness, and

contingencies on tenancy

ii. Employment services

iii. Caseload—contact with clients and frequency of meetings

iv. Clients—motivation/self-determination, transportation, communication, and missed

visits

v. Social isolation—stigma and racism

vi. Relationships with partners/stakeholders—landlords and funding partners

vii. Organizational/program structure

viii. Staff/service providers/team cohesion.

b. Probe about how any major challenges (that were already mentioned) were handled.

LESSONS LEARNED 

11. Do you have any tips for other organizations or program managers who may be thinking about

implementing a program like Breaking Barriers in the future?

12. Are there particular lessons that you have learned during the period of implementation of Breaking

Barriers?

13. Has the program been adjusted as a result of any changes in legislation or other structural barriers to

implementation?

14. Is there any significant legislation that may affect this program or this evaluation in the future? If so,

which ones and how?
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Appendix B. Technical Appendix 

Employment 

Obtaining Employment Among Those Unemployed at Program Entry 

Table B.1 shows the model of employment status on the last day (at program exit or at two 
years) among clients unemployed on first day (n =166): 173 were unemployed on the first day 
and six participants were excluded because of their Non-ATC status. The reference group is 
male, black, with less than high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 supervision status. 

Table B.1. Employed on Last Day Among Those Unemployed at Program Entry 

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|) 
(Intercept) -2.095 1.005 -2.083 0.037 

Age -0.006 0.022 -0.289 0.772 

Female -0.593 0.432 -1.373 0.170 

Race/ethnicity–white -0.278 0.726 -0.383 0.702 

Race/ethnicity–other 0.337 0.830 0.405 0.685 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic -0.036 0.466 -0.077 0.939 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s  
or higher 

1.186 0.484 2.450 0.014 

Education–high school diploma 0.474 0.472 1.005 0.315 

Supervision status–ATC -0.287 0.521 -0.551 0.582 

Time housed 0.003 0.001 3.689 0.000a 
a Result is statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. 

According to the model, if every client in the model had been housed for six months, then 
15.7 percent of them would have been employed; if the clients had been housed for 18 months, 
then the model estimates that 36.2 percent of them would have been employed. 

Employment During Enrollment Period, in Six-Month Intervals 

This model (Table B.2) included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
Non-ATC supervision status and who were not missing any of the relevant covariates (n = 186). 
The reference group is male, black, with less than high school diploma/unknown, AB 109 
supervision status, and in the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.2. Employment During Enrollment Period, in Six-Month Intervals 

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|) 
(Intercept) -1.121 0.987 -1.136 0.256 

Age -0.007 0.022 -0.301 0.764 

Female -1.266 0.436 -2.905 0.004a 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 0.424 0.457 0.929 0.353 

Race/ethnicity–white 0.626 0.737 0.849 0.396 

Race/ethnicity–other -0.880 0.833 -1.057 0.291 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or 
higher 

0.785 0.480 1.636 0.102 

Education–high school diploma 0.324 0.470 0.688 0.491 

Supervision status–ATC 0.452 0.536 0.843 0.399 

Program months 7–12 0.751 0.293 2.562 0.010a 

Program months 13–18 1.068 0.303 3.520 0.000a 

Program months 19–24 1.401 0.337 4.158 0.000a 

a Result is statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. 

Number of Days Employed 

The model in Table B.3 included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
a Non-ATC supervision status, who were not missing any of the relevant covariates, and who 
had at least one employment record during a six-month period in which they were enrolled for 
the entire six months (n = 186). The reference group is male, black, with less than a high school 
diploma/unknown, AB 109 supervision status, and in the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.3. Number of Days Employed 

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 2.900 20.488 186.662 0.142 0.888 

Age 0.463 0.456 178.756 1.015 0.311 

Female -24.594 8.880 176.173 -2.769 0.006a 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 13.019 9.459 185.546 1.376 0.170 

Race/ethnicity–white 7.659 15.371 172.163 0.498 0.619 

Race/ethnicity–other -19.984 17.162 170.700 -1.164 0.246 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or 
higher 

17.492 10.067 174.614 1.738 0.084 

Education–high school diploma 13.387 9.700 181.629 1.380 0.169 

Supervision status–ATC 7.929 11.109 177.225 0.714 0.476 

Program months 7–12 20.996 5.230 453.836 4.015 0.000a 

Program months 13–18 38.803 5.369 458.092 7.227 0.000a 

Program months 19–24 51.273 5.896 464.578 8.696 0.000a 

a Result is statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. 

Hours per Week While Employed 

The model in Table B.4 included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
a Non-ATC supervision status, who were not missing any of the relevant covariates, who had at 
least one employment record during a six-month period in which they were enrolled for the 
entire six months, and who were not missing hours worked per week (n = 122). The reference 
group is male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, AB 109 supervision status, 
and in the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.4. Hours per Week While Employed 

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 23.116 4.719 117.109 4.898 0.000 

Age 0.185 0.106 108.429 1.742 0.084 

Female -5.263 2.047 115.546 -2.571 0.011 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 4.052 2.074 106.876 1.954 0.053 

Race/ethnicity–white -3.578 3.152 109.044 -1.135 0.259 

Race/ethnicity–other -3.271 4.023 118.452 -0.813 0.418 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or 
higher 

-0.164 2.102 110.084 -0.078 0.938 

Education–high school diploma -0.842 2.190 108.870 -0.385 0.701 

Supervision status–ATC 2.878 2.572 110.824 1.119 0.266 

Program months 7–12 0.308 1.118 192.995 0.276 0.783 

Program months 13–18 1.976 1.138 199.679 1.737 0.084 

Program months 19–24 2.143 1.196 202.803 1.791 0.075 

Hourly Wage While Employed 

The model in Table B.5 included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
a Non-ATC supervision status, who were not missing any of the relevant covariates, who had at 
least one employment record during a six-month period in which they were enrolled for the 
entire six months, and who had hourly wage data available (n = 122). The reference group is 
male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, AB 109 supervision status, and in 
the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.5. Hourly Wage While Employed 

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 14.717 1.990 83.456 7.394 0.000 

Age -0.061 0.045 75.007 -1.372 0.174 

Female 0.061 0.863 82.158 0.071 0.944 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic -0.580 0.870 73.347 -0.667 0.507 

Race/ethnicity–white -1.489 1.324 75.685 -1.124 0.264 

Race/ethnicity–other -1.599 1.698 84.454 -0.942 0.349 

Education–postsecondary, some 
college, bachelor’s or higher 

1.626 0.884 76.572 1.840 0.070 

Education–high school diploma 1.372 0.920 75.360 1.492 0.140 

Supervision status–ATC -1.086 1.082 77.209 -1.004 0.319 

Program months 7–12 -0.702 0.515 163.470 -1.364 0.174 

Program months 13–18 -0.744 0.523 172.655 -1.422 0.157 

Program months 19–24 -0.152 0.549 177.221 -0.277 0.782 

Portion of Time with Health Insurance Coverage While Employed 

The model in Table B.6 included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
a Non-ATC supervision status, who were not missing any of the relevant covariates, who had at 
least one employment record during a six-month period in which they were enrolled for the 
entire six months, and who had health insurance coverage information available (n = 122). The 
reference group is male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, AB 109 
supervision status, and in the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.6. Portion of Time with Health Insurance Coverage While Employed 

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 0.018 0.082 107.790 0.215 0.830 

Age 0.000 0.002 102.108 0.022 0.983 

Female 0.035 0.035 106.449 0.983 0.328 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic -0.013 0.036 101.339 -0.368 0.714 

Race/ethnicity–white -0.047 0.055 102.411 -0.863 0.390 

Race/ethnicity–other -0.042 0.070 108.933 -0.606 0.546 

Education–postsecondary, some college, 
bachelor’s or higher 

-0.004 0.037 103.221 -0.107 0.915 

Education–high school diploma 0.014 0.038 102.479 0.355 0.723 

Supervision status–ATC 0.015 0.045 103.797 0.328 0.744 

Program months 7–12 -0.011 0.015 176.116 -0.746 0.456 

Program months 13–18 -0.004 0.016 180.685 -0.233 0.816 

Program months 19–24 0.023 0.017 182.674 1.384 0.168 

Portion of Time with Permanent-Tenure Employment While Employed 

The model in Table B.7 included all clients enrolled for at least six months who did not have 
a Non-ATC supervision status, who were not missing any of the relevant covariates, who had at 
least one employment record during a six-month period in which they were enrolled for the 
entire six months, and who had tenure noted in available data (n = 122). The reference group is 
male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, AB 109 supervision status, and in 
the program for months 0–6. 
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Table B.7. Portion of Time with Permanent-Tenure Employment While Employed 

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) 0.485 0.218 115.788 2.223 0.028 

Age 0.001 0.005 108.184 0.114 0.909 

Female -0.014 0.095 114.254 -0.150 0.881 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 0.316 0.096 106.950 3.285 0.001a 

Race/ethnicity–white 0.324 0.146 108.667 2.221 0.028 

Race/ethnicity–other 0.266 0.186 117.135 1.430 0.155 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or 
higher 

0.100 0.097 109.649 1.031 0.305 

Education–high school diploma -0.036 0.101 108.614 -0.358 0.721 

Supervision status–ATC -0.108 0.119 110.347 -0.903 0.368 

Program months 7–12 -0.001 0.048 188.770 -0.012 0.991 

Program months 13–18 0.078 0.049 194.640 1.600 0.111 

Program months 19–24 0.063 0.051 197.309 1.225 0.222 

a Result is statistically significant after applying the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure. 

Housing 

Obtained Housing Through Program Rental Subsidy 

Table B.8 shows the logistic regression model predicting which participants obtained housing 
through the program rental subsidy. This model included all clients enrolled who did not have a 
Non-ATC supervision status and who were not missing any of the relevant covariates (n = 222). 
The reference group is male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 
supervision status. 
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Table B.8. Obtained Housing Through Program Rental Subsidy 

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|) 
(Intercept) 0.532 0.939 0.567 0.571 

Age 0.017 0.023 0.729 0.466 

Female 0.288 0.484 0.597 0.551 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic -0.803 0.414 -1.938 0.053 

Race/ethnicity–white -0.670 0.730 -0.918 0.359 

Race/ethnicity–other 0.408 1.090 0.375 0.708 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or higher  0.520 0.523 0.994 0.320 

Education–high school diploma 1.085 0.519 2.091 0.036 

Supervision status–ATC 0.560 0.515 1.087 0.277 

According to this model, 90.8 percent of participants with a high school diploma would have 
received housing through the program rental subsidy compared with 77 percent of participants 
without a high school diploma. 

Total Time Housed 

The time housed among the analytic sample was 

• minimum: 162 days
• median: 627.5 days
• mean: 595.61 days
• maximum: 708 days.
The distribution of number of days housed at two years after program enrollment for the 

group of 116 clients who were still receiving the rental housing subsidy is plotted in Figure B.1. 
(Note: The time housed at two years for this group is equivalent to 730 days minus the time from 
program enrollment to move-in date.) 
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Figure B.1. Number of Days Receiving Rental Housing Subsidy Among Participants at Two Years 
Post-Program Enrollment  

Cox Proportional Hazards Model of Total Time Housed 

The following model in Table B.9 and survival plots (Figures B.2–B.7) include all 
participants who received the rental housing subsidy, who did not have a Non-ATC supervision 
status, and who were not missing any relevant covariates (n = 179). The reference group is male, 
black, with less than high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 supervision status. 

Table B.9. Total Days Receiving Rental Housing Subsidy 

Coef Exp(coef) Se(coef) z Value Pr(>|z|) 
Age -0.026 0.974 0.017 -1.568 0.117 

Female 0.254 1.289 0.274 0.926 0.355 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 0.263 1.301 0.293 0.896 0.370 

Race/ethnicity–white 0.249 1.282 0.503 0.494 0.621 

Race/ethnicity–other -0.589 0.555 0.735 -0.801 0.423 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or 
higher 

-0.709 0.492 0.400 -1.775 0.076 

Education–high school diploma 0.234 1.264 0.296 0.791 0.429 

Supervision status–ATC -0.058 0.944 0.361 -0.160 0.873 
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Observed Survival Curves for Total Time Receiving Rental Housing Subsidy 

These plots exclude 45 clients who had a Non-ATC supervision status or who did not receive 
a rental housing subsidy within two years (n = 183). 

Figure B.2. Survival Plot of Days Housed for All Participants Receiving Rental Housing Subsidy 
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Figure B.3. Survival Plot of Days Housed by Age 

Figure B.4. Survival Plot of Days Housed by Gender 
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Figure B.5. Survival Plot of Days Housed by Race/Ethnicity 

Figure B.6. Survival Plot of Days Housed by Educational Attainment 

NOTE: HS = high school. 
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Figure B.7. Survival Plot of Days Housed by Supervision Status 

Income: Rental Contributions 

Change in Rental Contribution from Move-In to Program Exit or Two Years After 
Enrollment 

The following model in Table B.10 includes all participants who were housed within two 
years who did not have a Non-ATC supervision status, who had available rental data at move-in 
and at program exit (or at two years of enrollment), and who were not missing any relevant 
covariates, for a total sample size of 177 clients. The reference group is male, black, with less 
than a high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 supervision status. 
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Table B.10. Change in Participant Rental Contribution 

Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|) 
(Intercept) –46.047 102.954 -0.447 0.655 

Age 0.366 2.169 0.169 0.866 

Female –39.173 41.196 -0.951 0.343 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 12.743 43.981 0.290 0.772 

Race/ethnicity–white 50.023 68.770 0.727 0.468 

Race/ethnicity–other 43.878 78.227 0.561 0.576 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or higher 26.580 46.658 0.570 0.570 

Education–high school diploma 14.249 44.300 0.322 0.748 

Supervision status–ATC –45.070 50.491 -0.893 0.373 

Time housed 0.248 0.104 2.390 0.018 

Recidivism 

Logistic Model for New Felony Conviction 

Note that the model in Table B.11 and the following survival plots (Figure B.8–B.13) 
exclude 18 individuals who had a Non-ATC supervision status (n = 6), who did not have a 
record in the probation data (n = 7), who had a mismatch in the number of conviction dates and 
types (n = 2), or who had a missing race/ethnicity (n = 3), leaving a total sample of 210. The 
reference group is male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 
supervision status. 
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Table B.11. Obtained a New Felony Conviction During Program Period 

Estimate Std. Error z Value Pr(>|z|) 
(Intercept) 0.172 1.008 0.171 0.865 

Age -0.059 0.026 -2.252 0.024 

Female -0.392 0.486 -0.807 0.420 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 0.566 0.425 1.329 0.184 

Race/ethnicity–white 1.400 0.627 2.233 0.026 

Race/ethnicity–other 1.200 0.714 1.681 0.093 

Education–postsecondary, some college, bachelor’s or higher -0.431 0.538 -0.802 0.422 

Education–high school diploma 0.079 0.440 0.179 0.858 

Supervision status–ATC -0.151 0.544 -0.277 0.782 

Time to First Conviction 

Median Time to Conviction 

Table B.12 excludes 187 individuals who had missing race/ethnicity (n = 3), had a Non-ATC 
supervision status (n =6), had a mismatch in the number of conviction dates and types (n = 2), or 
were not convicted in the two years postenrollment (n = 176). 

Table B.12. Median Time to New Felony Conviction 

Median Time to  
New Felony (days) N 

Overall 314.0 41 

Male 369.5 34 

Female 118.0 7 

Race/ethnicity–black 314.0 17 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 238.5 14 

Race/ethnicity–white 456.5 6 

Race/ethnicity–other 538.0 4 

Supervision status–AB 109 497.0 7 

Supervision status–ATC 311.5 34 
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Observed Survival Curves 

Figure B.8. Time to New Felony Conviction 

Days since enrollment 

Figure B.9. Time to New Felony Conviction by Age 
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Figure B.10. Time to New Felony Conviction by Gender 

Days since enrollment 

Figure B.11. Time to New Felony Conviction by Race/Ethnicity 
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Figure B.12. Time to New Felony Conviction by Educational Attainment 

NOTE: HS = high school. 

Figure B.13. Time to New Felony Conviction by Supervision Status 
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Time to New Felony Conviction 

The following model excludes individuals who had a Non-ATC supervision status (n = 6) or 
who did not have a record in the probation data (n =7), had a mismatch in the number of 
conviction dates and types (n = 2), or who had a missing race/ethnicity (n = 3). The reference 
group is male, black, with less than a high school diploma/unknown, and AB 109 supervision 
status. 

Table B.13. Time to New Felony Conviction 

Coef Exp(coef) Se(coef) z value Pr(>|z|) 
Age -0.056 0.946 0.023 -2.387 0.017 

Female -0.431 0.650 0.431 -1.000 0.317 

Race/ethnicity–Hispanic 0.617 1.853 0.377 1.636 0.102 

Race/ethnicity–white 1.206 3.341 0.509 2.370 0.018 

Race/ethnicity–other 0.728 2.070 0.569 1.278 0.201 

Education–postsecondary, some college, 
bachelor’s or higher 

-0.511 0.600 0.476 -1.073 0.283 

Education–high school diploma -0.031 0.970 0.376 -0.082 0.935 

Supervision status–AB 109 0.197 1.218 0.482 0.409 0.683 

Number of days housed -0.484 0.616 0.496 -0.976 0.329 
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