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.To_aévélép‘aAfuiler‘undefstaﬁding'of the backéxo@nds‘andAprob~
lems of women coming to the Women's Shelter (SCCW) for assistance
and to describe how long these women remain at the Shelter and how
frequently they return to it, stalf of the Vera Institute undertock
a survey of a sample of Shelter clients. Using a log book meintained
by SCCW staff, we identified the first 100 women® who came to the
Shelter for the first time in the period immediately following
January 1, 1979. Vera staff reviewed the basic 5X8 record and social
service case file compiled by SCCW staff for each of these 100 "first
timers” and abstracted relevant information concerning the women’s
demographics, resources, problems, and patterns of snelter service use.
A1 findings presented in this preliminary report thus have been derived
from the written records prepared by SCCW staff in the regular course of
business.

The selectionol a group of women first coming to the Shelter in the
first two months of 1979 provides an opportunity to trace their shelter
service records over at least a two-year pericd. This longitudinal ele-
ment underlies the key analytic perspective developed in this study:
the differences and similarities exhibifed by single time and by repeat
users of shel@er services.’ Accordingly, let us examine first how many
women returned to the Shelter and how often they returned after conclud-
ing their initial stay.

1. 3ingle Time and Bepeatl Clients

As summarized in Table 1, 68 of the 100 first timers in the study

sample came only once to the Shelter. Only four of the 32 repsat users

(13%) were admitted to the Shelter on more than four different occasions

T 106 first timers were admitted between January 1 and March 7, 1979,
but the records of 6 women could not be located.



during the 27 months from January, 1979 to March, 1981, Almost half

" (47%)° of these repeat users came only:for a second stay. -

This bi-modal pattern of admission to the Shelter partially cone-

firms the perception shared by most staff that the women are trapped

in a revolving door of admissicn—discharge--re—-admission. The sub-

sequent return of a third of all newcomers to the Shelter is notable:
these 32 women account for a total of 107 admissions. The bulging files
documenting the repeated admissions of less than a third of the irst-
timers certainly gives them a visibility tc staff far out of proportion
to their numbers. But the ready recognition of these repeat users should
not obscure from Shelter staff the important finding that two—thirds of
ﬁhe first Simers will never {in the following two years) retwn to the
Shelter. To what extent these first-timers come Irom different backgrounds,
experience different problems, and require different services is of major
concern to shelter administrators seeking to design and deliver improved
services. These questions lie at the center of the following inquiry;
accordingly, the statistical tables present frequency distributions first
for the full sample and second for the 68 women who were single time
admissions and the 32 women who were repeat users of shelter services.

2. Race/Ethnicity

This sarple of first-time Shelter clients comprise egual proportions
of whites (40%) and blacks (43%) (Table 2). This distribution represents
a slight increase in the proportion of black women since the 1975 study
which found whites accounting for U447 and blacks for 38% of the Shelter's
first-time users. PRace or ethnicity hes 1o influence on whether a woman
uses the Shelter only once or becomes a repeat user: 72% of all white

women and 70% of a1l black women are single users., Black women are more



likely to be sent to the Bushwick Amnex, however, as‘zﬁ,of the U3 blacks
"(56%)-ésrcoﬁ§afed ﬁo 13 §f the ﬂOﬁwhites (33%) wefe reférrédlto Bushwick.
This finding corrcborabes subjective impressions of the two facilities.

3. Age

The survey's findings with respect to client age show a fairly broad
distribution with slightly more than a quarter of the women in each of
the 20 to 29, 30 to 39, and 40 to 59 age groupings (Tzble 3). While more
than half (54%) of the women were younger than 40, only 16% were 60 years
or older. Age and the likelihood of becoming a repeat user of Shelter
services appear to be directly related. Of the 54 women younger than
40 years, only 20% {11 women) use the Shelter more than once; of the 45
women aged 40 or older, 4L4% (20 women) are repeat users: thus, the
probability of returning to the Shelter is more than double (L4% to 20%
for women age 40 or older.

The Bushwick Annex revealed a siightly younger pooulation — 61%
under 40 years as compared to UB% at the Lafayette Street facility —
which again confirms subjective site impressions. This age discrepancy
can be attributed to the almost complete absence of women 60 years or
older at Buswick. OFf the 15 women 60 years or older, 12 (80%) remsined
at the lafayette Street facility and only 3 women, who constitutsd only
7% of the 46 Bushwick clients, were-sent to that outlying facility. This
pattern reflects the institutional policy of trying to keep the older and
more infirm clients at Lafayette Street.

L, Prior Besidential Circumstances

Although most sample first-timers were born cutside of New York State
(59% of total: Table L), persons familiar with Mew York City, at least to

the extent of having been in the City for more than z year, account for



close %o two-thirds (61%) of the Shelter's new clients (Table 5).

Onl? 5'5f the ldd firétaéimefé'had been‘ihTthe city for an intérm&diéte
veriod of more than a month but less than a year. 32ut a quarter (25%)
of the women had arrived in the city within a month of Thelr appearances
at the Shelter. Most striking is the finding that only one of these 25
recent arrivals returmed to the Shelter after completing their initial
stay. Of the women who had been in the city more than a year, however,
fully 437 (26 out of 61) were repeaters; a ten-fold increase.

Of the 25 recent arrivals, 18 reported their last residence as out
of state , but a large majority of all first-timers --71% — reported
New York City addresses: 65% of all single time users and 85% of all
repeat users (Table 6).

It was hoped that something could be learned about the types of
housing previously occupied by shelfer clients, but the records of more
than half (61%) of the first-timers contained no useful information
(Table 7): For the minority about which some information was available,
we found that 17 lived in an SRO hotel just prior to coming to the Shelter.

5. Social Supports

Almost half (U6%) of the sample of first-timers reported having been
married, and many of the 43 women who reported being "single" indicated
that they had lived with men or women in the recent past (Table 8). But
most of the maritel links and extra-marital relationships had been broken,
because fully 60% of the women reported no supports available from either
family or friends (Tabie 9). A quarter (24%) of the women reported some
recent family support and 147 cited support available from Iriends. In

most of these cases (31 of 38 or 82%) support was of 2 residential nature.

And it is particularly striking that the abrupt {(and sometimes abusive or



v:l.olent) mthdrawal of these T‘ES" denma.l suppor'ts F‘orce "he women to

."~'the street and oreompltate tbelr arrlval at the Sbelter All of the

13 women who reported residential support from [riends also reported
its withdrawal (i.e., they were kicked out) as the immediate cause

of their homelessness. Of the 18 women who reported family residential
support, at least 12 were similarly kicked out.

6. Financial Resources

Approximately a third (313) of the Cirst-timers report no financial
resources of any kind (Table 10). Exhausted rescurces or discontinued
henefits play a major role in the lives of many homeless women who appear
to be caught up in a struggle to obtain such benefits as Home Relief and
SSI, to re-establish their eligibility, or to maintain themselves {(after
having used up their benefits) until the next check arrives. Approxi-
mately a fifth (18%) of the women reports the recent or anticipated re-
ceipt of HR; another fifth (23%) reports SSI benefits; and six vomen re-
port social security supplemented by SSI. It 1s notable that only those
women in receipt of 3SI are more likely to become repeat users of sheiter
services: 11 of the 21 3SI recipients (52%) return at least a second time
as compared, for example, to 26% of the women with no reported rescurces,
22% of the women receiving HR,and 12% of the women reporting recent em-
ployment. Because of their greater likelihcod of return and their 3SI
status, that could enable them to tap various supportive resocurces, these
women should receive special casework attention.

7. Referral Source

While roughly one in ten women are self-referred to the Shelter, the
remainder are sent by a range of public agencies (Table 11). The Department
of Sociazl Services itself refers approximately a third of the women: 12%

from Income Mzintenance centers and 19% from the Emergency Assistance



Unit (EAU).. It_is striking that while 10 out of 12 (82%) of the women
E.réferfed'byfIMHdO'ﬁoﬁ retufnﬂa-secénd time £O tﬁe Sheltér; 8 6f tﬁe 19
(427%) women referred by the EAU become repeat users.

Hospitals referred 13% of the sample of first-timers, with psychiat-
ric units accounting for 5 of the 13 women. Several of These women arrived
at the Shelter within a day of their discharge from psychiatric hospitals.
One woman, for example, was discharged from Middietown State on January 31, 1979
and put on & bus to New York City. She spent the night in the bus station
and applied for shelter the following day. Another women was discharged from
Grasslands Hospital in Westchester on February 26, 1979 and went to an Income
Mzintensnce center, where she was told to return the following day. Without
a place to stay or resources, she had to apply for shelter services. Al-
though dirsct hospital discharges do not account for large numbers of shelter
applicants, these particularly glaring examples of "dumping" warrant special
attention. But it should be emphasized that the common charges of direct
"qumping” usually exaggerate the true incidence. These charges also ignore
the complex routes taken by women with histories of psychiatrice hospitali-
zation who wind up at the Shelter. OF the 32 first-timers who reported
psychiatric hospitalization, we found that only o were referred directly To
the SCCW by the hospital.

A range of social service agencies running from senior centers to
Mary House to the Community Service Socilety referred almost a fifth (19%)
of the first-timers. Among this sub-group of 19 women it is interesting
to note that 15 (or 79%) are single time users of shelter services. An
equal number of 19 women are referred to the Shslter by the New York Police
Department. For these women, however, repeated use of shelfer services is
likely: 10 of the 19 (53%) return at least once after thelr initial stay

at the Shelter.



.. - TheSe findings concerning the source of referrals for fifst-time:Shelter

i.h

clients must be used cautiously. The agency listed in the records is pre-

3

sumed to be accurate, but which agency actually sends =z women to the Shelber
can be a matter of circumstance, shaped by the situation, the client's
characteristics, and the response of different agencies. For sxamnls, a
‘woman locked cut of her apartment for non-payment of rent could come Lo the
Shelter on her own; could have gotten in a fight with the landlord and been
brought by the NIPD; could have gone to IM for aid and besn refarved; or il
IM was closed due to the late mpur, could have gone to the EAU and subse-
quently been referred fo the Shelter. | |

3. Presenting Problams
o)

The precipitating circumstancses thet compel romeless women to turm to

the Shelter are a major concem of service plamers: an understanding of

=y

what brings women ©o the Shelter is essential to the design and delivary o
appropriate services. JShelter stalf categorize the reason for admitting a
women to the Shelter according to cne of 13 possible evenfs or presenting
problems. The distribution of these presenting problsms {Table 12) was ab-
stracted from Shelter records. 2ut in reading the full case records, Vera
stal? questicned some of the intake staff's classifications and decided to
reclassily sach admission according to the Shelbter's 13 reascns. Only the
information documentad in the Shelter's own records was used, and we note
those instances when we 21t that the records were inadequate to classifly

the admission.#® 1IN seven cases where the records indicated z complex sequance

# In six cases the Shelter staflf 4id not classify the admission and in
Teble 1U these are sntsred as "None Rscorded."” Vera's 2nalysis assigned
Dive of those cases o other classifications, found the record of cne tco
berren to support any decision, and identi _wd fivs other cases that it
celiaved Shelver stall pas classiiizd as various pressnting oroblems without
adeguate supporting information.



.of problems_phat_in_no way could_f;t any of the Shelter's categories, we
éntered the case in an "Other" category. While‘we”used the Shelter's cate-
gories, it is dmportant to state that their simplicity and rigidity often are
not compatible with and consequently obscure the complex, tortuous paths taken
by many of those women who wind up at the Shelter's front doors.

As Tables 12 and 13 illusbtrate, women become homeless and come to the
Shelter for a bread range of reasons. Approximately a quarter of the 100
First-timers ~- those who were discharged from hospitals, lost, or stranded --
were, in effect, very recently injected into the city scene without any means
of support or personal resources. Roughly ancther quarter of ths women wind
up at the Shelter after having lost or consumed their limited Tinances: those
classified as "Funds Stolen," "Savings Exhausted," "Mismanagement," "Tncome
Support Discontinued," and "Lost Emplovment."

With respect to the incidence of two general sets of presenting prob- -
lems -- recent entry and exhausted finances — the Shelter and Vera findings
are in general agreement. When we examine the frequency of women coming to
the Shelter for the reasons of "Lockoub/Eviction" and "Family or Friend Suprort
Discontinued,” however, we find significant disparities. While the‘Shelter
intake staff classified a quarter (26%) of the admissions as stemming from
lockouts or evictions, Vera reports only 12%. This reduction reflects Vera
findings that many of the lockouts were not commercial, landlord-tenant con-
flicts, but were, instead, situations in which family members (parents, sib-

lings, children) or friends (male, female) kicked the woman out of the resi-

For 11 of the Shelter's repcrted 26 cases of lockout/eviction, Vera
classified the presenting problem as "Family and Friend Support Discontinuad.”
Homelessness In Chese cases was precipitated by perscnal not commercizl forcees,

and would seem ©o call for a different typeof scocial service intervention.
J



It is also important to note that several of these sxpulsions by famlly and
friehds.were effécted—ﬁith severe abuse and violence, furﬁhér complicatingA
.thé statué ahd reeds of these Qomen. |

The significant number of cases reclassified from "Lockout"” leads in
turn to a notable increase in the proportion of women suffering from the
withdrawal of support from family and friends. More than a quarter (27%)
of the women, according to Vera's reading of the records, fall into this
categary.

Ag discussed above, the most strilkding difference between single timers
and repeat users of the Shelter is found among those women who first come
to the Shelter because they were "stranded." Fourteen of the 17 stranded
women (82%) came only once. A comparable incidence of one time users (78%)
is found for women whg care to the Shelter because of the withdrawal of
support fram family or friends. It appears that the set of Tirst-timers
whose presenting problems are classified as stolen funds, mismanagement,
and lockout/eviction run a higher risk of returning: 14 of 25 (56%) return

at least a second time to the Shelter.

g, Casework Services

Rased on information contained in the social service case files of
each of the 100 first timers, an attempt was made to measure the amount of
casework services —— as distinguished from the provision of food, shelter,
and clothing —— delivered to the women. Casework services are difficult to
svaluate either quantitatively or qualitatively. Given a broad range of
presenting problems, Of individual interest in being served, and of the
time available for services {to mention some of the key factors a2t olay),
the type and amount of intervention will necessarily vary from case TO case. Con-
sequently, data that describe mersly the number of documented contacts a shelfer

client had with a caseworker will not permit & thorough evaluation of
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casework services. _In the event of ar"stranded” case, ;or exgmple,_
'fa;Singlé clienf4ﬁorkefAéqﬁtéct Ehrough which the client was réferred
to Traveller's Aid may be an appropriate and sufficient intervention.
A chronically homeless woman with multiple problems might require a
more extensive and sustained form of intervention during a fairly
protracted stay at the Shelter. The following material, however,
describes only the murber of contacts — data which can be gleaned
from the case records -- and must be used cautiously.

Querall, the records indicated no casework services for more than
half (56%) of the women and only one recorded casework contact for
another 29% (Table 14). Oniy 12 women received more than cne casework
contact. With respect to differences between single and repeat shelter
clients, a slightly larger proportion of repeat users (66%) received no
casework services during their Tirst stay, as compared to 56% of the
single timers.

It appears that the absence of casework services has only a marginal
assoclation with Whether one returns to the Shelter. 21 of the 5% women (36%)
who received casework services returned, as did 11 of the 41 women (27%) who
received one or more casework contacts.

As would be expected, the longer a client stayed at the Shelter the
more likely she was to receive additionzl casework services. Among this
sample of 100 first-timers, 67 women stayed at the Shelter less than two
weeks and 33 more than two weeks (Table 15). Almost three-guarters (73%) of
the shorter-stay clients received no casework services, and orly 4% (3 of
the 67) had more than one casework contact. Among the 33 longer-stay clients
(2+ weeks), however, 10 women {30%) received no service, while almost as

many (9 women, or 27%) had more than one contact.



Whils a‘longer'stay-‘ assoczat:a.w1bh.the receipt. OL more casewcrk
‘safvices, it sbou_d be noted bhab women do aEaJ for long perloas
without caseworik intervention.

10. Case Disposition

Pata concerming the dispostion of 3Shelfer cases is in the mein
uneven and uninformztive. Vera staff reviewed the case closing cate-

gorizations made by Shelter staff in mich the same way that it reviewed

S3CW reasons for admission. BRased on information contained in the case
files, Vera stafl redetermined the reasons for case closing according to
the categories now amployed at the Shelter. The distribution of case
closings according to Shelter staff is presented in Table 16 and the Vers
redetermination in Table 17,

The records reveal thet rost clients sir mply up and leave the Shelter
overall roughly 60% of all first-Simers. Slightly more than 109 of the
first-timers are expelled from the Shelier for failure to comply with
regulations; a similar proportion leave after the receint of an awaised
public assistance cash benefit. The remaining 20% of the cases close for

4‘."

reasons ranging from hespitalization (2%) to welfare referrals (5%), ard
discharge to the care of friends (3%) or social service agenciss (3%).

Vara found little cumulative difference in the distributicn of case
closing reasons with the exception of the reasons attributed £o those
women wro simply l=ft. It zprears from the case records that the Shelter
actually lost contaet with 2 larger oroportion of women (43%) than it re-
corded (32%). Conversely, fewer women laft with some plan of their own:
a reduction from 263 to 17%. The Shelter’s records, it would seesm,

exaggerate more gositive closings and downplay th2 sxtent to which women
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'ﬂsﬁnply;driftpawayﬂsnd;disappéaf'fromﬂtheVSheltarf

The distribution of closing reasoﬁs'for single and repeat‘users -
veals that women who leave their [irst stay at the Shelter because they
failed to comply with regulations or because they received a public
assistance benefit are likely to return for a second admission: 6 of 12
women expelled returned as did & of the 11 women who received benefits.
This Tinding suggests that these individuals constitute a high risk shelter
subpopulation who might benefit from special services.

11. Length of First Stay

Few of the women studied remained at the Shelter for extended periods:
more than half (55%) left within one week, two-thirds (677%) within two
weeks, and fully three-guarters (75%) within three weeks (Table 18). Within
a month of their first arrival, all but 18 of the 100 first-timers had leit
the Shelter. Most of these 18 women departed within thelr second month at
the Shelter (10 of 18), and only one remained after three full months.

A comparison of the single and repeat users revealed the sherter stays
of the single time users: 63% of the singles had left within one week and
78% within twoweeks, as compared to 38% and 447, respectively, for the re-
peat users. All but 10% of the single timers had gone within a month, while
mere than a third (34%) of the women who would become repeat USers remained
at the Shelter longer than one month during their first stay.

Tt sppears that two weeks is something of a watershed with regard O
the likelihood of return. Fifty-three of the 67 women (79%) who stayed less
than two weeks did not return; 18 of the 33 women (55%) remaining longer
than two weeks on their first stay returned to the Shelter at least once

more in the following two-year pericd.
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Next Steps . | _ 7
" This breliﬁﬂnarﬁ repor% nas focused on the bdckgfounds and prbbiemS 
of 100 Tirst time users of shelter services. t also has attempted fo
teke some measure of how long first time clients remzin at the Shelter
and how many are likely To return again to the Shelter. The initial
findings suggest the need to analyze some of the data further, especially
those dealing with the repeat users and the long-term users of shelter
services. This first-timer analysis should be supplemented by the col-
lection and analysis of data that describe better institutional —

as distinet from individual -~ characteristics. pnalyses of the Shelter's
client population on & number of specific days (perheps January 15,

April 15, July 15, October 15) in terms of the proportion of first time
and repeat clients, recent arrivals and long-term clients, efc. are needed
to zain a better understanding of the demands placed on the Shelter.

These research efforts already have identilied several programmabtic
and procedural issues which Vera staff could, with the collaboration of
Shelter stafif, address during the next two months. Two key issues are:
(1) an improved intake process that insures the collection of important
informztion at appropriate tires during a woman's stay at the Shelter;
and (2) the development of casework strategies and procedures that aim
toward more promising case dispositions. The design of a better intake
process might Tocus on the sultability of a two-stage process that pro-
vided for a more intensive but delayed client evaluation. The casework
issues could involved the identification of particular case types (e.g.,
NYPD referrals, stranded out of towners) who appear to run different risks
(long stays, repeat stays) so that they receive special casework attention.
The strategies and resources Lo be used by caseworkers also would have to

be designed.
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During the next two months, Vera Staff'will work with the Shelter
director and staff to develop the following work products:

%:3 plan for improving the intake process, which would include
staff training and the development of new procedures and forms;

© a plan for the development of casework strategies and procedures; and

© a full report on client demographics and the use of Shelter services.



Table 1

NUMBER OF ADMTSSTONS

CLIENT TYPE

Number of TOTAL STNGLE REPEAT
Admissions £/% 4 A 4 7
1 68 68 (1L00%) - -
2 15 - 15 (479
3 9 - 9 (28%)
4 4 - Lo (13%)
5 - - - -
5 - - - -
! 2 - 1 (39
8 1 - 1G9
9 1 - N V9)
10 1 - 1 (39
M 100 68 32



Table 2

RACE/ETHNICITY
CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL SINGLE REPEAT

Race/Ethnicity £/% # 4 # 4

White 49 29 (43%) 11 (32%)

Black 43 30 (h49) 13 (41%)

Hispanic 3 3 (49 - -

Other 1 - - 1 (3%)

Not Recorded 13 6 (9%) 7 (22%}

N 100 68 32



Table 3

_AGE
CLIENT TYPE
TOTLAL SINGLE REFPEAT
Age £/% # A 7 %
20-29 27 23 (34%) 4o (128
30-39 27 20 (29%) 7 (22%)
4o-4g | 17 9 (13%) 8 (25%)
50-59 12 7 (10%) 5 (163)
60-69 11 4 (6%) 7 (22%
70-79 4 4 (6%) - -
80+ 1 1 (2%) - -
Not Recorded 1 - - 1 (3%
Median Age (yrs.) 38 33 43

N 100 68 32



Place of Birth

Table I

Place of Birth

New York State
Not - NYS

Not Recorded

N

CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL STNGLE REPEAT
#/% # % # %
39 21 (31D 18 (B6%)
59 u7 (69%) 12 (38%)
2 - - 2 (6%)
100 68 32



Table 5

Time in New York City

CLIENT TYPE
Time in NYC TE‘ZI’%L #SENGLE% ER’E@E&T%
Less than 1 month 25 24 (35%) 1 (3%)
One month - 12 months 6 L (6%) 2 (6%)
12+ months 61 35 (51%) 26 {81%)
. Not Recorded 8 5 (7%) 3 (9%)
N 100 68 32



Table 6

Last Address Reported

CLIENT TYPE

TOTAL _STNGLE_ _FEPEAT

Last Address Reported e i * " ?
Manhattan 37 24 (35%) 13 (41®)
Brooklyn 21 12 (18%) 9 (28%)
Bronx 8 5 (8%) 3 (9%)
Queens 4 2 (3%) 2 (6%)

Staten Island 1 i (2% - -
New York City Total ~;£. ylu (65%) 27 (85%)

Other N, Y. State b I (6%) - -
Qut-of-State 20 17 (25%) 3 (5%)
Not Recorded 5 . 3 (4%) 2 (6%)

N

100 68 32



Table 7

Housing Type

CLIENT TYPE

TOTAL SINGLE REPEAT
Housing Type /% # % # %
Apartment 16 9 (13%) 7 (22%)
Hotel 17 8 (12%) 9 (28%)
Hospital 1 1 (2%) - -
Halfway House 3 3w - -
Other 2 2 (3%) - ~
Not Recorded 61 45 (66%) 16 (50%)

N 106 68 32



Table 8

Marital Status

CLIENT TYPE

TOTAL SINGLE REPEAT
Marital Status #/% # A # %
Single 43 29 (k3% 1n (843
Separated 10 8 (12%) 2 (6%)
Divorced 23 16 (249 7 (22%)
Widowed 10 5 (7%) 5  (16%)
Married 3 2 (3%) 1 (3%)
Not Recorded 11 8 (12%) 3 (9%)
N 100 68 32



Table 9

Family or Friend Supports

CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL SINGLE REFEAT
Supparts Avallable  #/% # % # %
None 60 39 (57%) 21 (66%)
Pamily - Residential 18 12 (18%) 6 (15%)
Family - Other 6 Lo (63) 2 (6%
Friend - Residential 13 10 (15%) 3 (9%)
Friend - Other 1 1 (2%) - -
Not Recorded 2 2 (3%) - -
N 100 68 32



Table 10

Resources
CLIENT TYPE

TOTAL SINGLE REPEAT

Resources Available #/% 7 7 7 i
None 31 23 (34%) 8 (25%)
HR 18 14 (21%) (13

HR application 1 1 (1%) - -
SST 21 10 (15%) 11 (34%)

SST application 2 2 (37%) - -
SSA (and SSI) 6 4 (6% 2 (6%)
Employment 8 7 10%) 1 (3%)
Other 9 3 (%) 65  (19%)

Not Recorded 4 I (6%) - -

N 100 68 32



Table 11

Referral Source

CLTENT TYPE
TOTAL STNGLE REPEAT
Referral Source #/% # A # &
Self 9 7 (10%) 2 (6%)
New York Police Dept. 19 9 (3% 10 (3B
Income Maintenance 12 10 (15% 2 (6%}
EAU 19 11 (16%) 8 (25%)
Social Security Admin. 2 1 (2% 1 (3%)
Medical Hospital 8 6 (9%) 2 (62)
Psychiatric Hospital 5 3 (4% 2 (6%)
Social Service Agency 19 15 (22%) it (12%)
Other 1 1 (2%) - -
Mot Recorded 6 5 (7%) 1 (3%}
N 100 68 32



Table 12

Admission Reason: SCCW

CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL STNGLE HEPEAT
Reason 7/ # 7 # 4
Hospital Discharge E 2 (3% 2 (6%
Lost Person 3 3 (4%) - -
Stranded 18 15 (22% 3 (9%)
Funds Stolen 7 3 (4% 4 (13%)
Savings Exhausted 5 2 (3% 3 (9%)
Mismanagement 4 (1%) 3 (9%)
Tncome Support Discontinued 8 (9%) 2 (6%)
Lost Fmployment 2 1 am 1 (3%)
Lockout/Eviction 26 18 (26%) 8 (25%)
Family or Friend Support
Discontinued 17 13 (19%) 4 (13%)
Other - - - - -
None Recorded 6 4 (6%) 2 (6%)

N 100 68 32



Table 13

Admission Reason: Vera
CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL SINGLE REPEAT
Reason 2/% # 7 # z
Hospital Discharge 8 5 (7%) 3 (9%)
Losgt Person 1 1 (1%) - -
Stranded 17 LL €24 8 3 (9%}
Funds Stolen 11 5 (7%) &  (19%)
Savings Exhausted 3 2 (3%) 1 (3%)
Mismanagement 2 - - 2 (6%)
Income Suppert Discontinued 2 2 (3%) - -
Lost Fmployment Y I (6%) - -
Lockout/Eviction 12 6 (9%) 6 (9%
Family or Friend Support
Discontinued 27 21 (31% 6 (19%)
Other 7 i (67) 3 (9%)
Tnadequate Information 6 Yy (6% 2 (6%)
N 160 68 32



Table 14

Casework Services

CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL SINGLE REFPEAT
No. of Casework Contacts #/% # 7 # %
None 5% 38 (56%) 21 (66%)
One 29 22 (32%3 7 (22%)
More than one 12 8 (12% b (12%)

N 100 68 32



Table 15

Casework Services by Length of Stay

No. of Contacts

Total
Length of Stay #/% None One More than Cne
2% # g il %
1-14 days 67 49 (73%) 15 (22% 3 (5%)
15+ days 33 10 (30%) 14 (42%) 9 (27%)

N 100 59 29 12



Table 16

Case Closing Reason: SCCW
CLIENT TYPE
TOTAL STNGLE REPEAT
Reason /% # % 7 %
Amployment 1 1 (1%) - -
Failed to Comply 11 7 (10%) oo (13%)
Hospitalized 2 2 (3%) - -
No Further Contact 32 21 (31%) 11 (34%)
Own Adjustment 26 19 (287} 7 (22%)
Other Agency 2 2 (3%) - -
Relative - Friend 6 b (6% 2 (6%)
Referral to Welfave 4 4 (6%) - -~
Received Benefit 15 7 (10%) 8 (25%)
Not Recorded 1 1 (1%) - -
N 100 &8 32



Table 17

Case Closing Reason: Vera
CLIENT TYPE
TOLAL SINGLE REPEAT
Reason - #/5 # y # %
Enployment 1 1 as) - -
Failed to Comply 12 6 (9%) 6  (19%
Hospitalized 2 2 (3% - -
No Further Contact L3 30 (uag) 13 (417
Oown Adjustment 17 13 (19%) b (13%)
Other Agency 3 3 (42> - -
Relative Friend 3 2 (3%) 1 (3%)
Referred to Welfare 5 i (6%) 1 (3%)
Received Benefit 11 5 (7%) 6 (19%)
Not Recorded 3 2 (3%) 1 (3%)
N 100 68 32



Length of First Stay

Table 18

CLIENT TYPE

Length of First Stay Y py P
0-7 days 55 43 (63%) 2 {38%)
8-14 days 12 10 (15%) 2 (6%)
15-21 days 8 4 (6%) Lo (13%)
22--28 days 7 Lo (6%) 3 (9%
Cne month 82 61 (90%) 21 (66%)
Two months (29-60 days) 10 il (63) 6 (18%)
Three months (61-90"days) 7 2 (3%) 5 (16%)
More then 3 wonths (90+)days) 1 1 (1%) - -
N 100 63 32



