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Analysis Plan for Interim Impact 

Study 

Background and Context 

Although a strong body of evidence links inadequate housing and family involvement in the child 

welfare system, little empirical research provides insight into which families are at highest risk of long-

term homelessness, chronic child welfare involvement, and out-of-home placement if they do not 

receive appropriate interventions. The national evaluation of the Administration on Children, Youth, and 

Families' Partnerships to Demonstrate the Effectiveness of Supportive Housing provides an important 

opportunity to test the effectiveness of the supportive housing model for the child welfare population 

on a wider scale than has been done before. The national evaluation will use a rigorous randomized 

control trial research design and pool the sample across five sites in the demonstration, with an aim of 

informing policy decisions as well as identifying scalable evidence-based models.  

The demonstration, funded by the Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for 

Children and Families, provides five-year, $5 million grants to five sites to conduct a supportive housing 

intervention and a local evaluation. The five sites are Broward County, FL; Cedar Rapids, IA; Memphis, 

TN; San Francisco, CA; and the State of Connecticut. Additionally, a partnership of four foundations (the 

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Annie E. Casey Foundation, Casey Family Programs, and Edna 

McConnell Clark Foundation) are providing additional funds to support the national evaluation of the 

demonstration, which will be conducted by a team of researchers led by the Urban Institute. 

Program Structure and Local Context 

The Partnerships to Demonstrate the Effectiveness of Supportive Housing demonstration connects 

child welfare agencies, public housing agencies, and/or homeless service providers and other key 

community service providers in each site to provide high-need families involved with the child welfare 

system with supportive housing. The supportive housing components include a housing subsidy and 

intensive case management and service coordination as well as access to evidence-based child welfare 

services interventions. 
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The five sites vary somewhat in their target populations, definition of high need, housing type 

provided, program services, and the usual care provided to the control group. Overall, the intended 

target population of the intervention, according to the Health and Human Services funding 

announcement, is “the subset of families who come to the attention of the child welfare system due to 

severe housing issues and high service needs.” Each site designed its own targeting criteria within a 

federal framework to ensure that supportive housing would go to the families with the highest needs. 

The federal criteria include targeting families involved in the child welfare system, families with high 

service needs, and families with severe housing issues, that is, families who are homeless, according to 

local or federal definitions.  

The program model varies slightly by site as well. Housing assistance includes placement in 

program-run, project-based supportive housing in some sites and provision of housing choice vouchers 

in other sites; some sites also have other housing options for some treatment group families.  

All sites used random assignment to assign families into the treatment or control group, though 

some randomized with different treatment/control ratios. In total, we anticipate approximately 911 

families in the full universe of families randomized into the study, with 432 families in the treatment 

group and 479 in the control group. Table 1 shows the breakdown of the sample by site and assignment 

to the treatment or control group.  

TABLE 1  

Anticipated Sample Size by Site and Group Assignment 

Site 
Treatment 
group size 

Control 
group size 

Connecticut 50 100 

Cedar Rapids 100 90 

Broward 54 111 

Memphis 100 50 

San Francisco 80 73 

Overview of the National Evaluation 

The primary hypothesis of this demonstration is that housing provided in combination with critical 

services can reduce child welfare involvement, especially new or continuing out-of-home placement. 

The national evaluation of this initiative consists of five primary components: a targeting and prediction 

model, an implementation and process study, an impact analysis, a cost study, and in-depth family 
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interviews. These components are designed to answer several major research questions that drive the 

national evaluation in order to help policymakers and practitioners identify high-need families, describe 

essential components of their interventions, determine the effectiveness of the program structures 

from both participant and cost perspectives, better integrate the housing and child welfare systems, 

and move national policy forward. Table 2 provides an overview of the five components of the 

evaluation, the research questions that will be answered, and the data sources that will be used. 

TABLE 2  

Components of the National Evaluation, Research Questions, and Data Sources 

Evaluation component Research questions Data sources 

Targeting and prediction model How is supportive housing being targeted in 
each site to the high-need families? How can 
practitioners use quantitative predictors in 
assessment tools to better target and 
prioritize high-need families? 

Child welfare and 
homeless system 
administrative data, data 
from referral forms and 
the family survey 

Implementation and process study What are the basic housing and services 
components of the program, and how do these 
differ across sites? How do the housing and 
services provided as part of the program differ 
from usual care? Has the program been 
implemented according to each site’s plan? 
What are the major implementation 
challenges? Does supportive housing lead to 
improved, sustainable coordination between 
the child welfare agency and public housing 
agency or homeless service agency? How do 
programs and partnerships change over time?  

Annual or semiannual 
site visits and key 
informant interviews, 
review of local 
evaluation process 
studies 

Impact analysis What impact does the program have on child 
welfare involvement, housing stability, family 
stability, and parent and child well-being? 

Child welfare and 
homeless system 
administrative data, 
family survey data 

Cost study What is the cost-benefit across different 
systems and to society? 

Child welfare and 
homeless system 
administrative data, 
family survey data 

In-depth family interviews How does affordable housing affect families’ 
income, stress, physical health, mental health, 
safety, behavioral outcomes, social networks, 
and access to services? 

In-depth, in-person 
interviews with families 
in the treatment and 
control groups 
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This analysis plan for our 2016 interim findings report centers on the impact study, which involves 

measuring differences in key system outcomes between the groups by using administrative data from 

the child welfare and homeless systems, based on the randomized controlled trial at each site. This 

analysis also draws on data from an in-person baseline family survey (occurring as quickly after random 

assignment as possible, given consent procedures) with the program and control groups, along with a 

12-month follow-up in-person survey, to assess changes over time at the individual client level. 

Appendix A presents an outline for the content of the interim findings report. This interim report will 

focuses on findings from the four sites from which we were able to obtain child welfare administrative 

data by mid-March of 2016: Connecticut, San Francisco, Memphis, and Broward. 

Hypothesis and Conceptual Framework 

As demonstrated in figure 1, we hypothesize that the supportive housing model, including housing 

subsidies and supportive services, will increase housing stability and access to services, and in that way, 

will decrease family child welfare involvement, improve family stability, and improve the health and 

overall well-being of parents and children alike. 

FIGURE 1 

Conceptual Framework 

   

   

Intervention Mediating outcomes Outcomes 

Supportive housing 

Housing subsidy 

Supportive services 

Parental and family 

functioning services 

Child well-being 

services 

Increase housing 

stability 

Increase access to 

services 

Improve family 

stability 

Improve parental and 

child well-being 

Decrease child welfare 

involvement 
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Data Sources 

Data to answer our key research questions for the impact study, for this interim findings report, will 

come from two survey rounds (baseline and 12-month follow-up) and administrative data, including 

child welfare data, program referral data, and data on housing experiences, collected by local sites and 

local evaluators. Inclusion in this report requires us to have the site’s child welfare data, which we have 

for four of the five sites: Connecticut, San Francisco, Memphis, and Broward. We expect the final report 

to include all five sites. We describe each of the four data sources below. 

Child Welfare Administrative Data  

Child welfare data vary by site, but mostly they contain longitudinal data covering common core 

elements such as out-of-home placements, reunification, termination of parental rights, case closings, 

and re-reports of abuse or neglect and substantiation of those reports.
1
 

Referral Data 

Referral data include information on housing status at referral; the caregiver’s child welfare history; and 

family challenges such as disability, mental health issues, substance abuse issues, past criminal justice 

involvement, domestic violence, and any issues in children’s health and development, as assessed by 

child welfare intake and investigation workers as well as case-carrying caseworkers. These data are 

worded and specified slightly differently across sites, so we will focus on variables that are most 

comparable across the included sites. 

Housing Assistance Data 

Administrative data from public housing authorities and/or from service providers describe the housing 

assistance received by treatment group families, including the time to housing and the type of housing 

assistance received (i.e., a housing choice voucher, project-based housing unit, local subsidy, or other 

form of assistance). 
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Survey Data  

We contracted with a survey firm, RTI International, to conduct baseline and follow-up surveys of 

families randomized into the treatment or control group at each site. Families were included in the 

survey if they provided informed consent to have their contact information provided to RTI. Rates of 

obtaining consent from families varied by site, particularly for the control group. Due to a lag in setting 

up the survey at the beginning of the project and due to lags in obtaining consent from families, many 

families took the baseline survey several months after randomization. Consenting families become 

eligible for the follow-up survey starting 12 months after randomization, even if they were not included 

in the baseline survey. For both surveys, we interviewed one family member, asking about himself or 

herself, about his or her partner, about his or her children, and about the children’s other parent(s). We 

will use information from the baseline and follow-up surveys in this analysis. 

The mean time between randomization and the baseline survey for those families who answered 

the follow-up survey was 3.9 months, with 52 percent of baseline surveys completed within 3 months, 

another 31 percent completed in 4 to 6 months, and 17 percent completed within 7 to 10 months of 

randomization. The mean time between randomization and the follow-up survey was 13.4 months, with 

80 percent of families completing the interview within 12 to 14 months after randomization, and 9 

percent completing the follow-up interview more than 15 months after randomization. In the interim 

findings report, we will show the timing from randomization to the baseline and follow-up surveys for 

our analytic sample (we provide a sample of what this will look like in table B.10, a complete version of 

which will appear in an appendix in the interim report). Given the lag between randomization and the 

baseline survey, we will be careful about which baseline measures we use from the survey data. In some 

cases, we will rely on administrative data rather than survey data for baseline measures to better 

capture a true baseline.  

Analytic Methods 

This interim report will first report on the characteristics of treatment and control families across the 

four included sites and within each site, relying on child welfare and survey data to report outcomes. 

We will test for baseline equivalence, using referral and child welfare administrative data, to ensure 

that our randomization process worked in creating similar control and treatment groups. After 

describing families in the program, we will use survey and housing administrative data to report on the 

treatment experiences received by families in the treatment group and, when possible, compare those 
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experiences to the usual care services received by the control group. We will then look at early 

outcomes along four domains—housing and neighborhood conditions and stability, child welfare, 

parental well-being, and child well-being—by using a combination of child welfare and survey data to 

look at outcomes and a combination of referral and survey data to control for baseline characteristics. 

Characteristics of Families 

We will first present the characteristics of the families in our full sample and across the four sites and 

within each site (see table shell B.1). This overview will draw on information from the baseline survey, as 

well as information that each site collected at the time of referral on preservation versus reunification 

status, housing situation, and family child welfare history. 

Treatment-Control Baseline Comparability 

We will test whether the randomization worked by using referral and child welfare data to compare the 

characteristics of treatment and control families at baseline. Before conducting this test, we will create 

weights that adjust for different treatment/control ratios across sites. Table shell B.8, which will appear 

in an appendix in the interim report shows what we plan to include. 

Using child welfare and administrative data, we will compare the baseline characteristics of 

treatment and control families in our follow-up survey to ensure that our follow-up survey sample has 

similar treatment and control groups along observable baseline characteristics (see table shell B.9). In 

our impact regressions, we will control for any statistically significant differences at the p < .05 level. 

Characterizing the Program Treatment 

In this section, we will draw on administrative data to detail the type of housing assistance received by 

treatment group families (i.e., project-based housing, housing choice vouchers, local rental subsidies, or 

other) and the lapse in time between when families were randomized into the program to when they 

moved into their new housing (see table shell B.2). We will draw on survey data to characterize the 

public benefits and services received by both treatment and control group families. Highlighting these 

differences will show the differences in services that form part of the usual services received by families 

in the child welfare system and the unique services received by families through the local intervention. 
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This section will also summarize families’ descriptions of their experiences with the caseworkers in their 

lives, as captured in our survey. Table shell B.3 shows what we will include in this description. 

Data Preparation for Analyzing Preliminary Outcomes 

SAMPLE SELECTION 

For child welfare outcomes, we will restrict our sample to families for whom we have data one year past 

their randomization date. Table 3 shows the latest randomization date for families included in our child 

welfare administrative data sample, by site. Our survey sample will include all respondents who 

answered the follow-up survey as of January 2016. 

TABLE 3 

Latest Date of Observed Outcomes of Families Included in Our Administrative Data Sample 

Site Administrative data cutoff date 
Connecticut 9/21/2015 
Broward 5/01/2015 
Memphis 1/01/2016 
San Francisco 6/01/2015 

IMPUTING MISSING DATA 

Survey respondents may choose not to answer certain questions, either by selecting “don’t know” or 

refusing to answer. (The software prevents skipping questions completely.) Depending on levels and 

patterns of missing data, we may use multiple imputation methods to produce values for selected 

missing items. Our initial review indicated the data are very complete for the demographic variables 

that we would use as control variables, so we currently anticipate that we will not impute missing data. 

SURVEY WEIGHTS 

As mentioned above, we will weight our sample to account for different treatment/control ratios across 

sites. In Memphis, the treatment group is double the size of the control group; in Broward County and 

Connecticut, the control group is twice the size of the treatment group. San Francisco is randomizing 

their treatment and control groups to be about the same size.  
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Impact Analysis 

To look at early outcomes, we will run weighted regression models for each outcome, treating the 

indicator of belonging to the treatment versus control group as our main independent variable. That is, 

in this interim report, all models will show intent-to-treat analysis of differences in observed outcomes 

between the treatment and control groups as they were originally assigned. Once we use covariates to 

control for any baseline imbalance between the treatment and control groups observed in the follow-up 

survey sample, any outcomes that differ between the two groups in a statistically significant way will be 

assumed to result from the intervention.  

At this time, we do not plan to include any treatment-on-the-treated analyses in this preliminary 

report, though we do plan to include such analyses in our final project report. This decision was in part 

based on our definition of “treatment” in this preliminary report as holding one’s own lease in a housing 

situation obtained through the program; in all sites except San Francisco, only a few families 

randomized to the treatment group did not receive this form of housing assistance. In our final report, 

we may consider alternate definitions of “treatment,” which may lead us to categorize more study 

families as randomized to treatment but not treated. 

Table shells B.4b, B.5b, B.6b, and B.7b (appendix B) show the types of outcome measures we plan to 

include in our regression analyses. Although we will look at a large number of outcomes in our analyses, 

we consider several outcomes key for evaluating the efficacy of the supportive housing model for 

homeless families in child welfare. The following are the key outcomes:  

 housing stability one year after randomization  

» being housed with one’s own lease 

» number of total moves over the year 

» number of shelter stays over the year 

» eviction  

» rent burden  

 child welfare  

» preventing out-of-home placement of children 

» reunification of children removed from their family of origin 

» the time to reunification 

» the time to child welfare case closure 

» no further reports of abuse or neglect to child welfare 
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All regression models will include site dummy variables to account for unobserved influences at the 

site level. When looking at housing, neighborhood, family functioning, and parent well-being outcomes, 

we will analyze data at the family level. When looking at child welfare and child well-being outcomes, we 

will analyze data at the child level. Some child-level measures only apply to children of certain ages. We 

have noted these age restrictions in table shells B.7a and B.7b. Because we rely on parental reports of 

children’s health and well-being, we may exclude some children who have not had recent contact with 

their parents when we examine some measures of child well-being. Child-level models will include 

random intercepts at the family level. In looking at child welfare outcomes, we will look separately at 

family preservation and family reunification cases. Given the smaller sample size in the survey data, we 

plan to mainly present analyses of survey-based outcomes using the full sample. Tables showing models 

separately for preservation and reunification families will be available on request. 

To improve estimation precision, all models will control for basic baseline characteristics including 

but not limited to age of the parent, age of the children in the household, race/ethnicity, whether there 

is a partner in the household, the number of children in the household at the time of referral, and 

whether the family has any high needs such as a parent or child with a disability. We will also control for 

baseline experiences related to our outcomes, such as housing situation at baseline, drawn from the 

referral data; risk factors such as mental health issues or substance abuse; and prerandomization child 

welfare experiences such as how long the child welfare case had been open at randomization. The exact 

list of controls will be determined after examining distributions in the data and analyzing data quality 

(e.g., levels of missing data) and after examining any baseline differences between treatment and 

control families in our analytic samples. In general, we will rely on the baseline survey and 

administrative data for controls and on the follow-up survey for measures of early outcomes. Child 

welfare outcomes, however, will be measured using child welfare administrative data. In using baseline 

data from the survey, we will select only characteristics that we expect to have remained unchanged 

over the first few months of treatment, given that not all families received the baseline survey shortly 

after randomization.  

The table shells for tables B.4a through B.7b show the outcomes we will include in our analysis. 

They also indicate how we propose to present our intent-to-treat finding. We will present regression-

adjusted means for the treatment and control groups and then show the regression coefficient for the 

treatment group indicator from our regression model. Finally, we will present standardized coefficients 

(which represent the coefficient divided by the population standard deviation, to allow easy comparison 

of effect sizes across outcomes). If any outcome measures listed in those table shells prove to have low 

prevalence, we will drop those outcomes from our analyses, as we would not reasonably expect to be 
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able to detect small changes in the frequency of such outcomes. Our presentation of the significance of 

findings will account for the fact that we are examining many different outcomes, that is, that we are 

making multiple comparisons. 

Statistical Power 

The power of an impact analysis is its likelihood of detecting a treatment-control difference in an 

outcome for which there is a true program effect—that is, the probability of correctly rejecting the null 

hypothesis (no program effect) when it is false. This probability is related most importantly to the size of 

the available treatment and control group samples, the underlying variation in the outcome measure, 

and the assumed size of the program effect. The adequacy of a sample is normally expressed in terms of 

the minimum detectable effect (MDE), which is the minimum size of an effect that can be detected with 

80 percent probability. The larger the sample or the lower the underlying variation of the outcome 

measure, the smaller is the MDE, indicating a more precise test of the program’s impact. With 80 

percent power, there is a 20 percent chance of not detecting a program effect when one indeed exists 

(false negative). Our calculations also assume a 10 percent significance level for a two-sided test. The 

significance level is the probability of detecting an effect when none exists—that is, of not rejecting the 

null hypothesis when it is true (false positive). These estimates are based on the four sites included in 

our analyses. These MDEs do not account for weighting, which will increase our standard errors and 

decrease the precision of our estimates. However, these MDEs assume no covariates in the regression 

models. Covariates improve the precision of estimates. Overall, the MDEs in our final dataset will be 

slightly different than those listed in table 4. 
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TABLE 4 

Minimum Detectable Effects in Administrative and Survey Data Samples  

  
Administrative data sample for preservation families 

Sample size 

Treatment 89 
        Control 79 
        Total 168 
        Mean of binary outcome and corresponding MDE 

Control mean 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 

MDE 0.10 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.10 

  
Administrative data sample for reunification families 

Sample size          

Treatment 21 
        Control 42 
        Total 63 
        Mean of binary outcome and corresponding MDE 

Control mean 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 

MDE 0.18 0.24 0.27 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.27 0.24 0.18 

  
Follow-up survey sample as of January 2016 

Sample size 

Treatment 130         

Control 115         

Total 245         

Mean of binary outcome and corresponding MDE 

Control mean 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 

MDE 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.11 0.09 

Note: MDE = minimum detectable effect. 

For combined-sample impact estimates on a binary outcome, the MDE for a control group mean of 

0.50 using the survey data is 0.14 (equal to 29 percent of the control mean of 0.50). If this measure were 

available in administrative data on preservation families, the MDE for a mean of 0.50 would be 0.17 

(equal to 34 percent of the control mean of 0.50).  

To give a concrete example, in our earlier draw of survey data, 49 percent of families in the control 

group reported holding a lease at follow-up, compared to 85 percent of families in the treatment group. 

With a sample size of 245 families, the MDE for a binary mean of 0.49 is 0.14, meaning that the sample 

size would be sufficient to identify a statistically significant difference if 63 percent of the treatment 
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group held a lease at follow-up. Because of the limited power afforded by these sample sizes, we will 

present descriptive statistics by site, but our regression analyses will be conducted at the national level. 

And, as noted above, although our analysis of administrative data will separate preservation and 

reunification families, our survey data analysis will generally pool these families.
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Appendix A. Interim Report Draft 

Outline  
1. Introduction 

2. Background 

a. History 

b. Description of practices and services at the five sites 

i. Site-specific targeting and enrollment practices 

ii. Description of housing supports provided at each site 

iii. Description of supportive services provided at each site 

c. Literature review 

3. Logic model 

4. Methods overview 

5. Who are the families? 

a. Characteristics of families from survey, administrative, and referral data 

b. Baseline equivalence analysis 

c. Nonresponse analysis 

6. Treatment experiences  

a. Description of services as usual 

b. Housing experiences of the treatment group 

c. Service receipt of treatment and control groups 

7. Early outcomes 

a. Housing (survey data) 

i. Table of descriptive housing treatment and control (T/C) housing outcomes 

ii. Table of regression-adjusted T/C housing differences 

b. Child welfare outcomes (administrative data) 

i. Table of descriptive T/C child welfare outcomes 

ii. Table of regression-adjusted T/C child welfare differences 

c. Broader well-being (survey data) 

i. Table of descriptive T/C parenting, family functioning, and parent well-being 

outcomes 

ii. Table of regression-adjusted T/C differences in parenting, family functioning, 

and parent well-being 

iii. Table of descriptive T/C children’s well-being outcomes 

iv. Table of regression-adjusted T/C differences in children’s well-being  
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8. Summary and conclusions 

9. Methods appendix 

a. Data 

i. Administrative data sources 

ii. Survey methods 

1. Consent rates and survey response rates 

2. Time from randomization to baseline and follow-up surveys by T/C 

and site 

b. Analytic approach 

i. Explanation of sample distribution across sites and T/C 

ii. Weighting to balance T/C within each site 

c. Baseline equivalence analysis 



 

Appendix B. Table Shells for Sample 

Description and Outcome Analysis 
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TABLE B.1 

Characteristics of Enrolled Families at Baseline from Baseline Survey and Administrative Data 

 
Total Preservation Reunification Broward Connecticut Memphis San Francisco 

Child welfare history               

Prior history of child welfare services         
   Family case type         
   Any reunification         
   Preservation only         
   Number of days child welfare case was open at time of randomization         
   Case open reasons         
   

Housing at referral               

Household's current housing situation         
   Homeless         
   Unstably housed         
   

Demographics               

Female         
   Age         
   Mean         
   Race/ethnicity         
   Black         
   White         
   Hispanic         
   Asian or other         
   Marital status         
   Married         
   Living with partner         
   Divorced         
   Widowed         
   Separated         
   Never married         
   Educational attainment         
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Total Preservation Reunification Broward Connecticut Memphis San Francisco 

Less than high school         
   High school or GED equivalent         
   Some college         
   Associate's or four-year college degree         
   Number of children         
   0         
   1         
   2         
   3         
   4         
   5         
   6+         
   

Current challenges and supports               

Primary caregiver has a mental health problem   
 

    
   Primary caregiver has a substance abuse issue   

 
    

   Primary caregiver has a history of criminal justice involvement   
 

    
   Household involved in a domestic violence situation   

 
    

   Child(ren) in household have mental health, emotional, 
developmental, or learning issue(s)   

 
    

   
Adverse childhood experiences               

In foster care   
 

    
   History of abuse and neglect as a child   

 
    

   Any emotional abuse         
   Any physical abuse         
   Any sexual abuse         
   

N               
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TABLE B.2 

Housing Experiences of the Treatment Group 

 
Total Preservation Reunification Broward Connecticut Memphis 

San 
Francisco 

Time to housing         
   Mean months to 

housing         
   Minimum         
   Median         
   Maximum         
   

Housing type         
   Section 8         
   Project based         
   Public housing         
   

Still not housed               

N               
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TABLE B.3 

Services Experiences of Treatment and Control Groups 

 Total Control Treatment 

    Broward Connecticut Memphis 
San 

Francisco 

 
Preservation Reunification C T C T C T C T 

Public benefit receipt in past six months             

       Received cash assistance/TANF/General 
Assistance             

       Received SNAP/food stamps             
       Received SSI for a child             
       Received SSI for self             
       Received unemployment benefits             
       Received WIC             
       Received child care payments or subsidies             
       Received SSDI             
       Received utility or energy assistance             
       Received housing or rental assistance             
       Received child support payments             
       Received foster care or adoption assistance 

payments             
       Child attended a Head Start or Early Head Start 

program             
       Supportive services received over the past 

year             
       Had a non-CW caseworker             
       Number of case workers             
       Case Worker Scale             
       My caseworker is someone I can turn to for help             
       My caseworker worked together with me to 

make a service plan for me and my child(ren)             
       I understand what kinds of services are 

available to me             
       I can get the services I need to improve life for 

me and my child(ren)             
       I get help from more than one agency or 

organization             
       There is someone who makes sure I get the 

different services I need when I need them             
       My caseworkers work together to help me             
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 Total Control Treatment 

    Broward Connecticut Memphis 
San 

Francisco 

 
Preservation Reunification C T C T C T C T 

Sometimes I feel overwhelmed by the number 
of caseworkers in my life             

       Housing assistance             
       Received services or assistance to find a 

home/apartment             
       Received assistance paying security deposit             
       Received assistance buying or donated 

furniture/appliances             
       Job training              
       Received services to assess job skills and interests 

or to help find a job, create a résumé, or prepare 
for job interviews             

       Number of times received service since 
randomization             

       Participated in training program for a specific job, 
trade, or occupation             

       Was put in touch with employer by employment 
program             

       Number of times since randomization             
       Participated in classes to finish high school or get 

GED             
       Participated in financial education classes/training             
       Transportation assistance             
       Received subway or bus passes             
       Received a donated vehicle             
       Received a gas card             
       Received help repairing a vehicle             
       Received any other transportation assistance             
       Medical treatment             
       Used residential drug or alcohol treatment             
       Had psychological counseling or therapy for 

emotional problems             
       Outpatient mental health or drug/alcohol 

counseling             
       Stayed in inpatient psychiatric facility             
       Received services for anger management or 

domestic violence             
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 Total Control Treatment 

    Broward Connecticut Memphis 
San 

Francisco 

 
Preservation Reunification C T C T C T C T 

Parenting             
       Received prenatal care services             
       Participated in home visiting services             
       Number of times             
       Participated in other parenting classes             
       Number of times             
       Benefits assistance             
       Received assistance applying for SSI             
       Received assistance applying for SNAP/food 

stamps, TANF/welfare, health insurance, 
WIC, or other benefits             

       Legal assistance             
       Received assistance expunging record             
       Received help establishing/modifying visitation 

rights             
       Number of times             
       Received other legal assistance                     

   Number of respondents                           

Note: C = control group; T = treatment group; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; SSI = Supplemental Security Income; WIC = Special 

Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children; SSDI = Social Security Disability Insurance; non-CW = non-child welfare; GED= General Education Development or high school equivalence. 
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TABLE B.4A 

Early Results on Housing and Neighborhoods: Descriptive Statistics 

 
Control mean Treatment mean 

Housing outcomes     

Type of housing   
 House/apartment with own lease   
 House/apartment without own lease   
 Shelter   
 Hotel/motel   
 Somewhere else   
 No usual place to stay   
 Had a homeless spell (shelter or on the street) in past year   
 Number of shelter stays in past year   
 1   
 2   
 3   
 4   
 5+   
 Number of housing situations over the past year   
 1   
 2   
 3   
 4   
 5+   
 Evicted in past year   
 Expect to live in current housing in six months   
 Housing quality issues (broken window, insects, etc.)   
 Overcrowding: average number of people per bedroom   
 Overall housing quality   
 Excellent   
 Very good    
 Good   
 Fair   
 Poor   
 Rent is more than 30 percent of household income   
 

Neighborhood outcomes     

Neighborhood problems   
 Groups of people hanging out   
 Quality of schools   
 Graffiti   
 Trash and junk   
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Control mean Treatment mean 

Vacant apartments   
 Police not coming when called   
 People being attacked or robbed   
 People selling drugs   
 People using drugs   
 Gangs   
 Rape or sexual attacks   
 Shootings and violence   
 Men hassling women   
 People drinking in public   
 Overall neighborhood satisfaction   
 Excellent   
 Very good    
 Good   
 Fair   
 Poor   
 Crime victimization of household members in past six months   
 Had purse, wallet, or jewelry snatched   
 Threatened with a knife or gun   
 Beaten or assaulted   
 Stabbed or shot   
 Caught in a shootout   
 Bullets came into your apartment/house   
 Anyone tried to break into your home     

N     

TABLE B.4B 

Early Results on Housing and Neighborhoods: Regression-Adjusted Means and Coefficients 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Housing outcomes         

Type of housing   
 

  
 House/apartment with own lease   

 
  

 House/apartment without own lease   
 

  
 Shelter   

 
  

 Hotel/motel   
 

  
 Somewhere else   

 
  

 No usual place to stay   
 

  
 Had a homeless spell (shelter or on the street) in past year   

 
  

 Mean number of shelter stays in past year   
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Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Mean number of housing situations in past year   
 

  
 Evicted in past year   

 
  

 Expect to live in current housing in six months   
 

  
 Housing quality issues (broken window, insects, etc.)   

 
  

 Overcrowding: average number of people per bedroom   
 

  
 Overall housing quality (scale of 1–5)   

 
  

 Rent is more than 30 percent of household income   
 

  
 

Neighborhood outcomes         

Neighborhood problems (count or scale)   
 

  
 Overall neighborhood satisfaction (scale of 1–5)   

 
  

 Crime victimization of household members in past six 
months (count of crimes experienced)         

N         

Note: SE = standard error. 

TABLE B.5A 

Early Results on Child Welfare Outcomes: Descriptive Statistics 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Outcomes for reunification cases   
 Reunification (among reunification cases)   
 Days to reunification for those who reunified   
 Reunified and case closed   
 Termination of parental rights   
 Any maltreatment report   
 Any substantiated maltreatment report   
 Case closed   
 Days to case closure     

N     

Outcomes for preservation cases   
 Successful preservation (no removal)   
 Termination of parental rights   
 Any maltreatment report   
 Any substantiated maltreatment report   
 Case closed   
 Days to case closure     

N     
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TABLE B.5B 

Early Results on Child Welfare Outcomes 

Regression-adjusted means and coefficients 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Outcomes for reunification cases   
 

  
 Reunification (among reunification cases)   

 
  

 Days to reunification for those who reunified   
 

  
 Reunified and case closed   

 
  

 Termination of parental rights   
 

  
 Any maltreatment report   

 
  

 Any substantiated maltreatment report   
 

  
 Case closed   

 
  

 Days to case closure       
 

N         

Outcomes for preservation cases   
 

  
 Successful preservation (no removal)   

 
  

 Termination of parental rights   
 

  
 Any maltreatment report   

 
  

 Any substantiated maltreatment report   
 

  
 Case closed   

 
  

 Days to case closure         

N         

Note: SE = standard error. 

TABLE B.6A 

Early Results on Family Functioning and Parent Well-Being 

Descriptive statistics 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Parenting     

Average relationship quality across all children   
 Parenting practices of respondent   
 Used corporal punishment in past six months   
 Verbal aggression in past six months   
 Reported neglectful parenting in past six months   
 Parenting warmth scale   
 Parenting stress scale   
 Self-reported parenting skill level   
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Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Family well-being     

Material hardship scale   
 Any housing hardship   
 Any food hardship   
 Any utilities hardship   
 Respondent's employment status   
 Hours worked by employed adults   
 Household income   
 Respondent's relationship quality with partner   
 Recent domestic violence   
 

Respondent well-being     

Educational attainment   
 Self-efficacy scale   
 Self-reported physical health   
 Self-reported mental health    
 Indications of depression   
 Convicted of a crime in past six months     

N     

TABLE B.6B 

Early Results on Family Functioning and Parent Well-Being 

Regression-adjusted means and coefficients 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Parenting         

Average relationship quality across all children   
 

  
 Parenting practices of respondent   

 
  

 Used corporal punishment in past six months   
 

  
 Verbal aggression in past six months   

 
  

 Reported neglectful parenting in past six months   
 

  
 Parenting warmth scale   

 
  

 Parenting stress scale   
 

  
 Self-reported parenting skill level         

Family well-being   
 

  
 Material hardship scale   

 
  

 Any housing hardship   
 

  
 Any food hardship   

 
  

 Any utilities hardship   
 

  
 Respondent's employment status   
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Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Hours worked by employed adults   
 

  
 Household income   

 
  

 Respondent's relationship quality with partner   
 

  
 Recent domestic violence         

Respondent well-being   
 

  
 Educational attainment   

 
  

 Self-efficacy scale   
 

  
 Self-reported physical health   

 
  

 Self-reported mental health    
 

  
 Indications of depression   

 
  

 Convicted of a crime in past six months         

N         

Note: SE = standard error. 

TABLE B.7A 

Early Results on Child Well-Being at Child Level 

Descriptive statistics 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Contact with child   
 Parent is in contact with this child   
 Living with parent all the time   
 Not living with parent all the time   
 Any contact   
 Not at all   
 Less than once a week   
 Once a week   
 Several days a week   
 Daily   
 Any in-person contact   
 Any contact   
 Not at all   
 Less than once a week   
 Once a week   
 Several days a week   
 Daily   
 

Behavior     

Child behavioral problems scale   
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Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Has been arrested in past six months   
 Was suspended or expelled last semester   
 Had contact with school about problems with child's 

behavior last semester   
 

Health     

Parent-reported global physical health   
 Parent-reported global mental health   
 Doctor has diagnosed    
 Learning disability   
 Asthma   
 High lead   
 Diabetes   
 Mental health condition or behavioral problem   
 

School performance     

In early education (for preschool-age children)   
 Usual grades in school last semester  (for school-age 

children)   
 Number of school days missed for illness or injury last 

semester (for school-age children)   
 Number of school days missed for any reason last 

semester (for school-age children)     

N     

TABLE B.7B 

Early Results on Child Well-Being at Child Level 

Regression-adjusted means and coefficients 

 

Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Contact with child   
 

  
 Parent is in contact with this child   

 
  

 Not living with parent all the time   
 

  
 Any contact   

 
  

 Not at all   
 

  
 Less than once a week   

 
  

 Once a week   
 

  
 Several days a week   

 
  

 Daily   
 

  
 Any in-person contact   

 
  

 Any contact   
 

  
 Not at all   

 
  

 Less than once a week   
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Control 
mean 

Treatment 
mean 

Coefficient 
(SE) 

Standardized 
coefficient 

(SE) 

Once a week   
 

  
 Several days a week   

 
  

 Daily   
 

  
 

Behavior         

Child behavioral problems scale   
 

  
 Has been arrested in past six months   

 
  

 Was suspended or expelled last semester   
 

  
 Had contact with school about problems with child's 

behavior last semester   
 

  
 

Health         

Parent-reported global physical health   
 

  
 Parent-reported global mental health   

 
  

 Doctor has diagnosed   
 

  
 Learning disability   

 
  

 Asthma   
 

  
 High lead   

 
  

 Diabetes   
 

  
 Mental health condition or behavioral problem   

 
  

 
School performance         

In early education (for preschool-age children)   
 

  
 Usual grades in school last semester  (for school-age 

children)   
 

  
 Number of school days missed for illness or injury last 

semester (for school-age children)   
 

  
 Number of school days missed for any reason last 

semester (for school-age children)         

N         

TABLE B.8 

Baseline Equivalence 

Characteristics of treatment and control families at baseline, using administrative data 

 Total 

Assignment Significant 
difference 
between 

treatment and 
control? Control Treatment 

Child welfare history     
  Prior history of child welfare services     
  Family case type     
  Any reunification     
  Preservation only     
  Days child welfare case was open at time of randomization     
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 Total 

Assignment Significant 
difference 
between 

treatment and 
control? Control Treatment 

Case open reasons     
  

Housing at referral     
  Household's current housing situation     
  Homeless     
  Unstably housed     
  

Demographics     
  Female     
  Age     
  Mean     
  Race/ethnicity     
  Black     
  White     
  Hispanic     
  Asian or other     
  Marital status     
  Married     
  Living with partner     
  Divorced     
  Widowed     
  Separated     
  Never married     
  Educational attainment     
  Less than high school     
  High school/GED equivalent     
  Some college     
  Associate's or four-year college degree     
  Number of children     
  0     
  1     
  2     
  3     
  4     
  5     
  6+     
  

Current challenges and supports     
  Primary caregiver has a mental health problem     
  Primary caregiver has a substance abuse issue     
  Primary caregiver has a history of criminal justice 

involvement     
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 Total 

Assignment Significant 
difference 
between 

treatment and 
control? Control Treatment 

Household involved in a domestic violence situation     
  Child(ren) in household have mental health, emotional, 

developmental, or learning issue(s)     
  

Adverse childhood experiences     
  In foster care     
  History of abuse and neglect as a child     
  Any emotional abuse     
  Any physical abuse     
  Any sexual abuse     
  

N         
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TABLE B.9 

Baseline Equivalence 

Characteristics of treatment and control families at baseline among those in follow-up survey, using administrative 

data 

 
Total 

Assignment Significant 
difference 
between 

treatment and 
control? Control Treatment 

Child welfare history     
  Prior history of child welfare services     
  Family case type     
  Any reunification     
  Preservation only     
  Days child welfare case was open at time of randomization     
  

Case open reasons     
  

Housing at referral     
  Household's current housing situation     
  Homeless     
  Unstably housed     
  

Demographics     
  Female     
  Age     
  Mean     
  Race/ethnicity     
  Black     
  White     
  Hispanic     
  Asian or other     
  Marital status     
  Married     
  Living with partner     
  Divorced     
  Widowed     
  Separated     
  Never married     
  Educational attainment     
  Less than high school     
  High school/GED equivalent     
  Some college     
  Associate's or four-year college degree     
  Number of children     
  0     
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Total 

Assignment Significant 
difference 
between 

treatment and 
control? Control Treatment 

1     
  2     
  3     
  4     
  5     
  6+     
  

Current challenges and supports     
  Primary caregiver has a mental health problem     
  Primary caregiver has a substance abuse issue     
  Primary caregiver has a history of criminal justice 

involvement     
  Household involved in a domestic violence situation     
  Child(ren) in household have mental health, emotional, 

developmental, or learning issue(s)     
  

Adverse childhood experiences     
  In foster care     
  History of abuse and neglect as a child     
  Any emotional abuse     
  Any physical abuse     
  Any sexual abuse     
  

N       
 

TABLE B.10A 

Timing for Baseline Surveys 

 
Time between Randomization and Baseline Survey 

  Total Broward Connecticut Memphis San Francisco 

Mean (months) 
 

  
   Share 

 
  

   0–3 months 
 

  
   4–6 months 

 
  

   7–9 months 
 

  
   10–12 months           

N     
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TABLE B.10B 

Timing for Follow-Up Surveys 

 
Time between Randomization and Follow-Up Survey 

  Total Broward Connecticut Memphis San Francisco 

Mean (months) 
 

  
   Share 

 
  

   12–14 months 
 

  
   15–17 months 

 
  

   18–20 months           

N           
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Note 
1. Because child welfare administrative data provide our primary outcomes and also are used to assess the 

baseline equivalence of the program and control group members who participated in the survey, we only 

estimate survey-based outcomes for the four sites that supplied child welfare administrative data by mid-

March 2016. 
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