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Introduction

This research was commissioned by Hope House of Milwaokassist in effort tamprove the
employment prospects for homeless individuals and families in the Milwaukee areae-The r
search has three components:

1) Homeless Worker Employment Profile and Insights
2) Employment System Setk2 f RSNAQ +*AS6aT | YR
3) Best Practices Rewe

Homeless Worker Employment Profile and Insightsides data from the 2007 Point in Time
Survey conducted by the Milwaukee Continuum of Care as well as input directly from homeless
people through focus groups conducted at Guest House of Milwaukeé&iapd House of NH
waukee.

Employment System Stakehold@fewsLINB a Sy 1a AYF2NX I A2y FTNRBY WA\
to service access, employment barriers, and strategies for change. Included in the stakeholders
views are representatives of the StateEWisconsin, Milwaukee Area Technical Collegé, Mi

waukeeArea Workforce Investment Board W2 (TANF) operator, and several employment

and homeless services providers.

TheBest Practices Revigwesents summaries of two kegsearcharticles¢ one whichprofiles

the effectiveness of various federal employment resources relative to homeless employment
and one which looks at a reorientation of employment services in the homeless services co
texttoemLJKF aAT S | ag2N] FANRBGE F LILINRIF OK®

The research suggestsat Milwaukee faces many challenges but has the tools and resources
necessary to create new employment solutions for homeless pecple opportunity afforded

by current efforts to create a t¥ear Plan to End Homelessness is a unique chance to forge the
crosssystem, communitywide collaboration necessary for innovation and long term impact.
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Homeless Workers Employment Profile and Insights
Homeless Employment Rate

According to the 2007 Milwaukee Continuum of Care Point in Time Survey, 14¥hetks
people had employment income Chronically homeless people were less likely (10%) to have
employment income than noshronically homeless people (1686).

CKS t2Ay0 Ay ¢AYS { dzNI 3 you éris SriyonKi2 yous farsigia A Y RA @
ceiving any Benefits from a jKke

As shown in Figure 1, nearly nine out of ten respondents (86%) reported that neither they nor
someone in their family were receiving any benefits from a job (unemployed). Only about one
in seven (14%) reported that eghthey or someone in their family were receiving benefits

from a job (employed).

Employment Status and Gender
Figure 1: Homeless Employment Status
There aresignificant differences between
males andemalesrelative to employment st-
tus. The results demonstrate thatales are
muchless lkely thanfemales to report recer
98 ing any benefits from emplaogent. The en-
13.7% _ployment_ rat_e fqr men who were intgiewed
) in the Point in Time Homeless Survey was
11.5%; for women the rate was 17.0% lhet
words, the employment ratéor women was
nearly 50 pecent greater than that for menlt
Is important to note that the employment @i
'] Unemployed [ ]| Employed ference between males and females waa-st
tistically significant.

! Employment income refers to pay received as a result of working any number of hours (full time, part time, or
episodically). In the case of the Point in Time Survey, respondents were asked if theyumwendy receivingm-

ployment income.

61 2YStaaayws aAf gl dzl SSY wSadz Ga 2F GKS WHydz NBE HpS HANT.
Citizens, Milwaukee Continuum of Care, July 2008. Note: A chronically homeless person is an individuad-with a di

abling condition, with no dependent childrenher has been homeless for a year or four or more times in the past

three years.
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Figure 2: Employment Status by Gender

45 (11.5%)
Males * (N(m) = 393)
348 (88.5%)
53 (17%)
Females * (N(f) = 311)
258 (83%)
| | 1 | |
0 20 40 60 80 100

|| Employed [} Unemployed

* Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

There are several possible explanations for the higher employment rate among homelass wo
en. One ishat a higher proportion of men are single adults who are more likely to be éhron
cally homelessin fact, 72.4% of the chronically homeless were male, compared to 47.3% of
the nonchronically homeless populatiorAs data presented latan this reportindicates,
chronically homeless individuals are less likely to be employed thastimamically homeless.
Also,there is growing evidence nationwide that homeless people with chil@merre often
women)are more likely to be employed and to have better eayphent histories. This is also
borne out by the local survey datkescribed later in this report.

Employment Status an@€hronic Homelessness

Individuals who were identified as beingronically homeless were much less likely thar non
chronically homelgs to have received employment incofhe employed).The term chronichy
homeless refers to a classification developed by the U.S. Department of Housing and &rban D
velopment to describe a group of single adults, usually men, whose homelessness ig tangth
very frequent and who appear to use a disproportionate share of homeless services-and r
sources. To meet the definition of chronic homelessness, an individual must be a single adult
with a disabling condition, e.g. mental illness, alcohol or othegdibuse, physical/medical
condition, who has been continuously homeless for one year, i.e. living on the street, in shelter,
or in places not meant for human habitation, or has had four or more episodes of homelessness
in the past three years.
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Figure 3: Employment Status by Severity of Homelessness (Chronic vs. Non-Chronic)

Chronically Homeless 18 8.9%)
"+ (Nich) =35 185 (91.1%)
NOT Chronically Homeless 80(16.2%)
(Nineh) =612 415 (83.8%)
0 20 10 = " -

D Employed . Unemployed

* Statistically significant difference (p<.05)
+ Cell size less than 5 - statistically less stable.

Employment Status and Children

Homeless people with children were twice as likely to be employed as those without children. The Point
in Time Homeless Survey reported that of the 161 homeless people with children, 46 or 22.2f-had e
ployment income. Thisompares to 52 or 10.7% of the 433 homeless people without children. This di
ference is statistically significant at the p<.05 level.

The differences may be attributable to a variety of factors, including a higher incidence of long
term homelessness andfagepeated episodes of homelessness among childless adults as well
as higher levels of disabilities, possibly lower levels of educational attainment, and poorer work
histories.
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Figure 4: Employment Status by Family Composition

Individual (Single) * 51 (10.7%)

(N(s) = 477) 426 (89.3%)

47 (20.7%)

Family (N(fam) = 227)
180 (79.3%)

0 20 40 60 80 100

[ Employed  [[] Unemployed

* Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

Employment Status and Disabilities

As part of the 2007 Point in Time 8ey, homeless people were asked whether they had or had
been told that they had any disabling condition or if they were victims of domestic violence.
The conditions included mental illness, medical/physical condition, alcohol abusgabuse,
developmenal disability, HIV/AIDS, domestic violence, or oth&itotal of5080f 714 homeless
respondentsor 71.3% reported having one or more disabling conditions. Conver2@gor

28.7% reported having NO disabling conditions.

A comparison of the employménates of disabled and nedisabled people indicated that pe

sons reporting no disabilities were much more likely to be employed. However, the gmplo
ment rates for both groups were very low. Disabled respondents reported employment income
at the rate 0f12.0% or roughly one out of eight. Ndisabled respondents reported a higher
employment rate of 18.0%, approaching one out of five. The difference between the two
groups was significant at the p<.05 level.

Of all of the disabling conditions, it appsahat mental iliness, medical/physical condition, and
alcohol abuse have the greatest negative impact on employment status. Individuals reporting
these disabling conditions were much less likely to report employment income. In the case of
individuals re@orting mental illness, the employment rate was less than half the rate of the
homeless population adlge (6.7% compared to 13.7%). This difference was significant at the
p<.05 level.Individuals reporting medical/physical conditions or alcohol abuse showed

lower rates of employment (8.3% and 10.3% respectively), these findings were not statistically
significant.
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Other disabling conditions seemed to have little impact on employment status. Indivigdals r
porting drug abuse, developmental disabdg, HIV/AIDS, domestic violence and othereall r
ported slightly higher rates of employment than the overall homeless population.

Figure 5: Employment Status by Disabilities

16 (6.7%)

Mental lliness * (N(mi) = 238) 292 (93.3%)

Medical / Physical Condition (N(phy) = 121) 10 8.2%)

111 (91.7%)

22 (10.3%)
Alcohol Abuse (N(etoh) =213)

191 (89.7%)
30(13.9%)
Drug Abuse (N(drug) = 216) 186 (86.1%)
o 4(15.4%)
Developmental Disability + (N(dd) = 26) 22 (84.6%)

HIV / AIDS + (N(hiv) = 3)

3(100%)
. 8(17.4%
Domestic Violence (N(dv) = 46) )
38 (82.6%)
Other (N(oth) = 46) 1(152%)
39 (84.8%)
| | | | |
0 20 40 60 80 100

. Employed . Unemployed

* Statistically significant difference (p<.05)
+ Cell size less than 5 - statistically less stable.
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Additional insight into the prevalence of employment among the homeless population-is pr
vided by the Annual Perforance Reports (APR) filed by Helipported transitional and ge

manent housing projects which, in 2008, indicated that 29% of persons exiting such projects
reported employment incomé. This is substantially higher than the 14% rate indicated by the
Point n Time; the discrepancy may be due to the fact that the HUD reports include only those
people who have been assisted by transitional or permanent housing projects while the Point in
Time includes this group as well as unsheltered people.

Summing up: Homless Employment/Unemployment
° Most homeless people are not receiving income from a job although, as the focus group
input suggests, many may be earning money from various forms eésglfoyment
GKAOK (KS& R2y Qi O2yaARSNJI 2NJ NBFTFSNJ G2 +Fa
° Homelessvomen are significantly more likely than homeless males to be employed.

© Chronically homeless persons were significantly less likely thercim@mically hore-
less persons to be employed.

© Homeless persons with mental iliness were significdetglikelyto be employed than
those without mental iliness.

° Homeless people with medical/physical conditions and those with alcohol abuse issues
were somewhatesslikely to be employed than those without those problems but the
differences were not statisticallyggiificant.

° Homeless people reporting drug abuse problemgse as likely to be employed Hse
homeless population at large.

©  Supportive housing programs, i.e. Hidpported transitional and permanent housing
projects, appear to have a positive impact amteless unemployment.

® Data compiled from 2007/2008 Annual Performance Reports submitted to HUD by programs with fegeral Su
portive Housing Program funds.
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| 2YStSaa 22Nl SNRQ LyaaAaAdakaa

Three focus groups were conducted as part of this research project. Two groups were co
ducted at Guest House of Milwaukee and included single adult men and one groupmwas co
ducted at Hope House of Miaukee and included both single adults (male and female) and
adults with families. Both groups were asked the same set of questions, all designed to gauge
how homeless workers viewed the challenge of finding and keeping jobs.

Focus group questions:

1. Whereare homeless people finding work and what kinds of places do you think could
hire more homeless people?

2. What are some of the skills and abilities that homeless people have that help them qua

ify for employment?

What concerns do you think employers haveentthey hire the homeless?

What problems do the homeless face when looking for a job?

When a homeless persagets a job, what are the unique issues they have to deal with

to be able to stay on the job and keep the job?

6. What kind of support should be in gla to help homeless employees stay on the job
and keep a job?

7. What do you think an employment coalition of agencies and shelter could do to help
homeless people find and keep jobs?

8. CNRY ¢gKI(G 22dz200S RA&A0dzaaASR (KA & atyaiSegA y I >
as important to improving employability for the homeless?

arw

The focus group data was analyzed using individual responses as the level of analysis; i.e. cat
gorizing responses by type in order to assess their comparative importance.

Where are honeless people working?

Lowskilled service jobsere most frequently identified as the kind of places where homeless
peoplewere either currently working omost likely to get jobs; 52% of responses identified
low-skilled jobs such as cooking, disishirg, general labomutdoor maintenancegrocery

store and hotel work. A smaller percentage of responses (Bdtidedskilled tradesncluding
electrical work, welding and construction. Sethployment that served as a source of quick
cash were mentioned4% of the time, while working events or recreational venues
represented 10% of the responses.
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Table 4: Where are homeless people working?
Lowskilled service jobs| Skilled trades Selfemployment Events/recreation
(52% of responses) (24%) (14%) (10%)
Cooking Electrical work Cash jobs Casinos
Dishwashing Welding Scrapping Carnivals
General labor Metal shops
Grocery stores Construction
Downtown hotels
Restaurants
Sanitation
Security
Newspaper delivery

What skills do homeless people offer?

This question sought insight into what homeless workers bring to the table in terms of skills and
experience that would be useful or relevant to employers. Immediately, the most striking di
ference in responses to this question compared to the prior quadtias to do with the signif

cantly greater focus omarketableskills possessed by respondentskills far exceeding the
requirements for the lowskilled jobs they indicated as their most promising job prospects.

Following are examples of skifteentioned by homeless workers in the focus groups: heavy
equipment operation, concrete finishing, bricklaying, plumbing, assembly, roofing, wasehou

ing, carpentry, rough end finishing, landscaping, painting, dry walling, die casting, foundry work,
machine oper#on, truck driving, bartending, and auto repaiCritical takeaway message from

this question: homeless workehsve a range of work experiences and skilghether their

skills are current or meet employer expectations is another question; howewefpttus group
discussions clearly indicate that many have had on the job experience in many skilled tvork se
tings.

2 KIGO INB SYLX 28SNBQ O2yOSNya lo2dzi KANARY3I (KS
Here is where the disconnaoh between homeless workers and employers starts todrae
clear. Focus group participants tended to see a wide range of employer concerns, all of which

acted to limit their willingness to consider hiring homeless workers.

Looking at the specdiresponses is very informative. Think of the responsesring of what
homeless workers believe employers think about them.
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Economic issues: No transportationor stable housing

Physical/mental issues:  Hygieneissues mental illness, physical challenges, deformities,
and poor health

Education/communication: Pooreducation, poor communication skills, low educational level

Bias: Racial bias, sexual harassment KI Yy RA Ol LILJISRX daGKSe@
fA1S @2dzQNB y2 3A22R¢
Poor work habits: Bad work history,poorattendance, vanity, lack of experienca, |

ziness, slacking onéhob, trustworthiness, lack of social skills,
OFyQi YIS RSOAaA2yas NBaAiAadalyd:x
able, incompetent

Addictions/violence: Drug addiction, violence, domestic violence, criminal record, theft,
drug dealing, drunkenness

What problems do homeless workers facghen they arelooking for work?

Focus group participants looking for work indicated that they experience fear and apprehension
as part of the job search process. The three major problems that received the most attention i
the discussion were experiences around beingrigipared or equipped to work, fear of a vari

ty of possible negative encounters that could threaten job security, and actually handling the
physical and mental challenges of the job. It seems that ndinig@repared for work creates a
cascading set of problems that increases the difficult of adjusting to the work environment.
Here are the focus group responses to the question: What problems do the homeless face
when looking for a job?

Table 5: Problemm Homeless Workers Face
Feeling iltprepared Physical/mental ch& Fear of bias or emhra | Balancing sheltedife
lenges rassing encounters and work
No money Physical challenges Employer stigmas Lack of sleep thatfa
No clothes or wardrobg Mental challenges Prejudice fects work
No phone access Poor nutrition Lack of diplomacy Conflict with shelter
No drivers license Mental iliness Race barriers programs and schedule
No address Addictions Gender issues
No insurance Age issues
No transportation Criminal background
Lack of education Language speaking diff
Lack of tool/equipment culty
Lack of experience Court appointmentn-
No place to wash terference
clothes Poor credit check
No places to get phone
messages
No place to call out or
receive messages
No bath/shower facit
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ties

No home address

No residence

Getting started early
Getting kids to dayare
Official identification
Social security number

What problems do homeless workers faca the jol?

¢KS F20dza 3ANRdzZLJAQ | yaAgSNRE ( 2npaifta\ery cdnbpictire 2y | Y
of how homeless workers perceive the job market. Bottom line: getting a job is difficult but

dealing with a job on a day to day basis and keeping it over the long term was seen as fraught

with impediments and challenges. &the question was asked in the negative,what pradb-

lems do homeless workers facather than a more balanced assessment of the pluses and m

nuses of most work environments, vget what we asked fog essentially very negative pe

ceptions of the worglace. Still, the responses are revealing. For many homeless workers (at

least those in our focus groupgjetting and keeping a job is extremely intimidating.

Their focus group responses tell the story best.

Problems pertaining to work environmentracism, cultural differences, recovering person in
user environment, out of date or poor tools, repetition and monotony, politics from work power
plays, getting paid as little as possible, distance for the work location, work location in a bad
neighborhoodforced to make poor quality products, age discrimination, bad safety practices at
work site, bad management, employee harassment, negative employees, conversation skills,
lack of cooperation, judgmental environment

Work requirements, performance and prapation: Transportation, not eating before work,

not making the transition from shoterm to longterm employment, rushing to take a job that
R2SayQid FAG 2Nl y20 ljdd tAFTFASR F2NJ I yR aleay3a y
yourself

Personal issuesMental illness, criminality, family problems, health condition, differerg-b

liefs, job documentation to shelter and employers, thitdA OOU ET OAOZEAOAT AAh Al
handle money, not taking time for setfevelopment, no moral supponmo support from

friends, fighting seHsabotage, emergence of bad habits , not enough rest

Schedule conflictsand other: Shelter schedule conflicts, mandated shelter programs-co

flict with the job, medication regulation conflicts, inflexibility of the shier schedule based on
job shifts, access to phone and computer, not getting messages

13|
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What supports should be in place?

Practical supportvas the most frequently identified need. This category included such things
as providing bus tickets, carpoolingportunities, wardrobe help, internet access, information
about shelter support capabilities and more involvement directly from employment agencies.
Assistance pertaining 2 N SNE Q A Y RA @A Rwld thie nekt3nSRftequenyfyR A & & dzS
cited. Thisategory included help with developing coping skills, probkatving, social skills,
anger management, listening skills, how to follow orders on the job, how to manage time and
stay focused, how to handle difficult situatigrepiritual support, family suygort, drug tred-

ment. The last area of emphasis wasrk cultural training and skillsthis included how ton-
terview, job etiquette, how to request medical assistance on the job, how to use continuing
education and skills to create leverage on the, jettucating employers on the homeless situ
tion, positive office politics, monitoring the work from start to finish.

Here the primary theme is that workers saw a need for survival skills that would help them stay

on the job. While they clearly see the wotikpe as difficult and inhospitable, they also felt that
homeless workers needed to build up their personal capacity to withstand and manage

workplace challengesOverwhelmingis the word that comes to mind when listening to tlee f

cus group participantsfal F 62dzi 62NJAy3 yR 220409 | 2YSt Sa
the workplace have much less to do with performing the actual jobs than with having the pe

sonal strength and ability to manage the work environment and interpersonal relationships.

Summingup:l 2YSt Saa 22NJ] SNEQ LyaAr3akida

° Homeless workers have a fair amount of fear of the workplddee fear is manifest
when they talk about jolseeking and with reference to keeping a job.

° Their ability to handle or manage their place in the work envirentrwas of paramount
concern.

° They expressed much less concern about their ability to actually perform the mvork i
volved in a job.
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Employment System 3 OAEAET | AAROOS 6EAxO

Like every major urban area, Milwaukee has a substantial employment and traifiastruc-

ture. Significant resources are committed to addressing issues of workforce development, pr
marily focusing omeducing unemployment and improving the quality of the local labor force to
support future economic development. How well this infrasture supports the employment

of homeless and formerly homeless individuals was the topic of a series of intensive interviews
conducted with nine employment system stakeholders. Included in this group were represen
atives of public and private entitiegho are generally recognized as leaders in the development
and implementation of employment and training programs in the Milwaukee community.

Stakeholder interview questions

1. Aside from personal challenges such as educational background, work history, s
stance abuse and mental health issues, what do you perceive as the major systems ba
riers that impede employment opportunity for homeless individuals?

2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of education and training programs available in

Milwaukee?

Are these programs accessible to the homeless population? Why or why not?

Are shelter and transitional staff adequately connected to employment and training

programs? Conversely, are various employment and training programs responsive to

the homeless populatio and case management efforts? If not, what needs to be done
to assure stronger linkages at this point of coordination?

5. In terms of employers, is there resistance to hiring homeless individuals? Are there
adequate incentives for employers? What challemgxist related to retention?

6. Within the current system, how can employment and training programs and cormamun
ty-based resources be fully utilized to assure stable and long term employment®-In ot
er words, what are the major strengths within the systendd&mw can they be ma
imized?

7. What regulatory or legislative barriers exist? What can be done to overcomedand a
dress those barriers?

8. Are various stakeholders within the system working together adequately? Where are
the linkages the strongest and the wesk?

9. If Milwaukee had unlimited resources and political will, what areas of programmiitg, po
icies or organizational capacity would you recommend to assure access to training and
ultimately stable employment for the homeless population in Milwaukee. Wheets
to be done to make the system more responsive?

Hw
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Ananalysis of stakeholder respondes each question is presented belowhe analysisdx
dresses six critical areas:

Major systems barriers that impede employment opportunity for homeless indivsdual
Strengths and weakness of the education and employment system

Accessibility to services for homeless individuals and exgescy/system collaboration
Employer attitudes toward homeless

Regulation/legislative barriers to improving services for homelesple

Strategies to improve employment opportunities for homeless people

= =4 =4 48 -4 9

Major systems barriers that impede employment opportunity for homeless individuals

1 Lack of an integrated employment and training systerihelack of an integrated m-
ployment andraining systenwas the most frequently cited barrier to opportunity for
homeless people. This issue played out most frequently around the issue of the Job Centers
which were initially avisioned as onatop shops for job seekers of all types whems-e
ployment and training resources from various sources coulddsly accessed. The Job
Center system includes three comprehensive Job Centers (Northeast Comprehensive Job
Centerc YWCA of Greater Milwaukee, Job Center Northwddaximus, and Job Center
South ¢ UMOS) along with the specialty centers (the HIRE Center, REACH Youth Ce
ter/Milwaukee Career Center, and the Mature Workers Resourceefe

Stakeholders described the Job Centers as falling short of the vision of integrated service

delivery, partcularly in terms of easing access to WIA (Workforce Investment Ast) su

ported training programs. Navigators stationed at each Job Center, with the expiress pu

L12asS 2F FLOAfAGIGAYa 220 aSS{SNRQ | 0O0Saa (2
accel 4 ¢ 1'd 2y S &0 lUpefl@ymeRtSnilidRasaepaadedy StRtE thaft

they have a difficult time finding and getting services from the Navigators located at the Job
Centers. The Job@ers are trying to meet the needs of everyone when ihtfaey should

0S FT20dzaAy 3 (GKSAN aSNREihOSBdme ting, th&ldcAd anfh & 1 LJ2 LI
grated system was seen as a detriment to employers as well. One stakeholder noted,
GCKSNBE A& y2 AYGS3INI ISR ae aék&dthatiukethe JOLINE OA RS 3
Center, the Learning Labs, and other employment resources and programs available at
communityd SR F3SyOASaod ¢CKAA OF LI OAde gi2dAf R KS
viduals especially if it was organized around employmelptdzA NS YSy dax> aiAftfta |

A related theme regarding the lack of an integrated employment system iletet of con-

plexity represented by different eligibility requiremeatsl performance measures for each

program. Rather than being a seamlegstem for job seekersl £ 2y 3 GKS f AySa 2
GNRPYy3 R22NE LKAf2a2LIKezI (0KS W20 [/ Sy idSnNa IV F
frastructure was described as having multiple, extensive, and often costly eligiility r

quirements. Because the eployment and training infrastructure has been difficult to

access and navigate, several homeless providers have embarked on devefamiroyin
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employment efforts However, because these entities are generally much more skilled and
experienced in other, wre traditional homeless services such as finding permanens-hou

ing and coordinating substance abuse and mental health treatment, their employrent e

forts are sometimes less effective. One stakeholder commerdted,& 4 G SY a & dzLJLJ2 NJi
they are familiar wiK @ ¢

Access to FSET (Food Stamp Employment Training) has narrowed due to Milwaukee Cou
GedQa AYONBlFaAy3d RAFFAOAAZ 6ASa Ay STFAOASY(f @
FSET which was once a mandatory element of Food Stamp participationcgatiyenade

voluntary, further decreasing the number of people using this employment resource.

Legal IssuesDocumentation required for participation in WIA programs can be borde
some and present significant costs:

0 5 NA @S NIxMarly anipByes @qu NBE | G f AR RNAGSNDRE f A O
not having a DL is sometimes interpreted as the sign of untrustworthinesseand b
comes one more reason to hire. If an individual has had his/her DL revoked, it is
usually for nonpayment of fines; therefore retatement requires a plan to pay the
fines either with cash or community services and can take 4 to 9 months

o Criminal Backgroundg?2 A & O2 y a A YGARCofsylidatey Sourt Automation
Program)system has facilitated access to criminal records checkdacause City
of Milwaukee Municipal Court records are also accessed-@AR this means that
employers have access to nuisance violations, misdemeanors and disorderly conduct
OKIFNBS&a (KIFd YIre 2N YFe y2i RANBQmy-ft & NBf I
ment.

o Child Support EnforcementChildsupport arrearages and the prospect of gamis
ment of wages can be disincentives to work in the primary labor market. While child
adzLILI2 NI A&dadzSa 3ISYySNIftfte R2y Qi yeah@acS8O00 |y
as a deterrent to regular employment if job seekers think they will be able to keep
more of what they earn in the secondary labor market or underground economy. As
arrearages accumulate, people tend to become overwhelmed, opting to work for
cash(underground economy) or not at alh related problem of tax arrearages also
affects a portion of homeless workers as many homeless individuals have either not
filed taxes or owe significant back taxes.

o0 Bondingg Some positions require bonding; the pess of obtaining bonding
volves background checks related to criminal and financial histories.

0 Selective Service Requiremenin order to receive WIAWorkforce Investment Act)
services, individuals must have registered for the Selective Services héewere
18-26 years old. If they seek WIA services at the age of 26+ and are unregistered,
they must obtain a waer.
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f Logistical ProblemsChief among these tsansportation. The inability to get to early®1
shift and & shift jobs due to buses nounning at those hours of the day; lack of public
transportation to suburban locations where many new jobs are located; lack of a vehicle
F'YRKk2NJ RNAGSNNRE fAOSyasS it O2yGNRO6dziS (G2 K2
where they need to beOne stakeholder noted ¢ NI YA L2 NI G A2y k& | Kdz3
ample, bus service to New Berlin where some entry level jobs existed was discontinued
about 6 months ago. Patrick Cudahy has good jobs Dahift starts at 4:30 a.m. and there
is no bus swice to that location at that time of day. Many unemployed and homeless ind
GARdzZE £ & R2 y20 KIFEZS I RNAGSNDa fA0SyasS 2N Ay
they get caught, they get involved in the criminal justice system which may furthethignit
ability to secure employment. Shuttle services are needed, especially for suburbpan job o
LJ2 NJi dzyCorriuBicatips issuese also critical, specifically in terms of having phone,
email, and regular mail access. Being able to contact emplayer$o receive employer
emails, message, and phone calls in a dependable way are key elementsexfstul job
seeking.

1 Gaps in Basic SkillsTraining programs are generally targeted to people with a minim{im 8
grade reading and math competency. WHlalsignificant proportion of homeless individuals
are high school graduates, they may still lack essential academic skills. Longer term, pre
employment services that improve basic skills and prepare workers for more structured
training programs are lackin Computer literacy is a major problerAccess to computers
and basic computer skills, including using the internet for job search are challenges.

One stakeholder observed,/ t ASyGa I NBE RSTFAOASY(d NBtIFGSR :
ting worse If an individual does not have a high school diplomd’@rade math proficia-

cy, they face an immediate barrier. Many individuals do not haV2grdile reading level

either. LowelSY R 2204 GKIFIG R2y QG NXI dzA Npareldécress f SOS T
ing. Truck driving, delivery jobs, machinists, etc. all require computer literacy. Agencies

cannot place individuals with &°3jrade reading level with no computer literacy in these

jobs. Even cleaning jobs targeted to those with Limitegligh Proficiency need people to

0S 6fS (G2 NBIR RANBOGAZ2YaAa 2y Of SI yAy3d &dzLJLi
oAt AGE AdadzsSoe

Another stakeholder summed up the situatianlL. ¥ € 2dz I NS | KAIK &a0K2 2
RNA SND & dh 8"Qréd¢ ee&iing 16Ul &F Sere previously incarcerated, you have a

host of training programs available to you. There may even be more training slots than

LIS2LX S O0F LIWINRPEAYFGSte nwm: 2F (GKS dzySyLiX 2e&vyYSy

Strengths andVeakness of Education and Training Programs
Stakeholders who were interviewed presented very honest descriptions of the current

strengths and shortcomings of the education and training system in Milwaukee. Most striking
was the consensus among stakdders that each major program/resource had much to offer
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the quality of training resources was not in question. However, the connection between pr

grams and their clientele both job seekers and employe¢svasoften seen as weak and/or
barrierridden.t N2EIANJ YaQ ¢S] NBalLRyarg@dSySaa G2 62NJ] SN
theme among key stakeholders.

Program/Resource Strengths Weakness
MATC(Milwaukee Area Tdt Instruction, facilities, Weak enployer linkages
nical College) equipment Curriculuminflexibility
Special needs testing Traditional education a-
Associate dege programs | proach
Adult High School Not set up to serve high risk
populations
IneffectiveGED program
Not responsive to marke
place
Course offerings notamand
driven
Inflexible ESprogram
WRTP (Wisconsin Regab Instruction, union relatin- | Extensive screening reqai
Traning Partnership) ships ments
Commitmenttowomenand ! YA 2y a Q déaddntlto
minorities hiring locally
Good access to employmer
WIA (Workforce Broad eligibility No priority for high need
Invegment Ad) Pays 50% wages during Emphasis on high wage jobs
Milwaukee Area some onthe-job training Highly structured, sequial
Workforce Investment Board | Tax credits education
Lack of income while traing
Academic equirements
Eligibility documentation
OneStopJobCenters Services for \A2 recipients | Weak linkto WIA services
Reading and math refreshe Lost core mission
courses Hard to access services
Potential for integratedse |b 24 3ISI NBR {2
vices
Communitybased Po- GED programs Staff turnover
gramgHomeless Providers Case management Weak ties to employment
Commitment to cliets sector
Strong network of agencieg Lack of employment services
serving Latino clients knowledge and skills
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1 Accessibilityto services for homeless individuals and cresgency/system collabaation:

Are services accessible for homeless people® consensus among stakeholders was no. Any

service outside the walls of the homeless provider organizations was seen as veujt ddf

access Job Centers, designed to be the estep shops for job seekers of all types, were seen

as disappointing atbestt 2 KSy |y AYRA@GARdzr £ LINB A Syu a GKSYas
they get directed to a computer screen without an ade@uatl 4 3 SaaYSyd 2F Yy SSR®:

Accessibility to training and employment often hinges on computer accessibility and skills.
G[FO1 2F O2YLJzi SN t AGSNFXOe Aa | KdzZ3S o6 NNARSNJ
on a regular basis and computer trainiagd skills are needed to engage in a productive job

A

aSI NOK®dE

Moreover, participation in training programs is likely to require other supports like child care
and food stamps; yet there are great delays (3 weeks+) in processing applications forethese r
souces. Even with child care and food stamps, however, people in training programs generally
do not receive any other income or stipend. This is a significant deterrent to participation.

The structure of training programs themselves was seen as a cissced for homeless people

who need a more flexible approach to stay engagédt KSa S LINPINI Ya | NB y2i
homeless population. It can be difficult to engage homeless individuals and/or the chronically
unemployed to engage in traditional elogment training programs that are structured on a

semester basis. They need a more flexible approach with early success in order toistay mot

vated. It is essential that training and employment is viewed as atlmnggrowth process
thateventuallyresuia Ay | O2YYAGYSyd G2 | OFNBSNI LI GK

Are providers collaborating to improve acce§stere was a sense that education and training
organizations had a history of competition and weak cooperation but that recent effores-to r

shape the Workforce InvestméBoard were beginning to show improvements in this arAa.

one stakeholdernotedd WSt I G A2y aKA LA KI @S AYLINROGSR | 204G
work better together against the backdrop of historically competitive relationships. However,

agencies are sometimes competing for the same pots of money and the same job openings for
GKSANI Of ASy (i aoé

Connections between training resources and employers, however, continue to be problematic

with nearly all stakeholders seeing serious issues with/ad)®# 2 @ SNBE Q SELISOG I (A 2y 3
LINEINF YAT FYR 00 OGNIAYAYy3 LINE I NI &fdely dit®ia LI2y aA d
example focused on the need for welders. When a major local companglamed about the

lack of weldersthe training responsgenerated a very limited number of individuals trained in
olFlaA0 ¢StRAYIT @S0G GKS SYLX 28SNRa gl a &2N KA
tion and a longerm training partnership would have increased the likebd of a good match
betweentraining content and results.
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Homeless service providers demonstrate varying degrees of connection to education and trai

ing resources. Like most service advocacy, sucepgends upon an individual case manager or

220 RS@Sf 2 LISNDA inbiddudls inkeBogiraekinstitutioash Wikere th8se personall
relationships are strong, the collaboration work&s one observer noted, however,{ G I F ¥ (i dzNJ
over at transitional housing fdties is a problem and relationships and resource knowledge are

noi Ay ailA i Arihg Sapid timé, BnStRestakeholder noted that there are often

G ¥adequate linkages between transitional housing and shelter staff and workforce gevelo

ment resources. Case managers operate from a social service perspectiveyamat imave

specific skills and abilities related to job development and employment case management.

| 2YStSaa aKStfIiSNBR aK2dzZ R y20 RdzZLJX AOIFGS 6KIFG 0

1 Employer attitudes toward homeless

Stakeholders were asked thapinions about employer attitudes toward the homeleghele-
fore, the answers to this question reflect their experience in working with employers and/or
trying to placement homeless people in employmekte did not ask employers directly
whether they hadssues employing homeless people.

Generally, stakeholders saw two types of employer reactions. On the one hanehdtides

felt that employers had biases about homeless people that represented very negative-stere

types. On the other hand, stakeholdeascribed employer reticence to hire homeless workers

4 AYRAOIFIUGAQGEAYSBQUEKAN) WyADG2Y2YS 0O2YYSyida I N

Employer Biases Bottom-Line Thinking

Assume previous incarceration Cost of getting worker fully productive
Stereotype based on job developedfiliation | Worker will cost more than contribute
Misconceptions about homeless education | Turnover expensive

and experience Better to use temp agencies to screen
Assume irresponsible and undependable Delay paying health benefits
Assume lack of skills No meaningful incentiv&to hire

Basic hygiene and lack of permanent addreg Training programs not connected to reahe
yaidlofS 2NJ aaLdidde g ployerneeds

Racism Resistance to government paper work
Non-traditional worker Transportation issues

Stigma: lazy, dangeus, violent, mentally ill | Lack of fitbetween skills and job
Unreliableg attendance & punctuality Desire to hire en masse

Cost of meeting homeless long term health
and social service needs

Weak conmitment to solving community
problem
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1 Regulation/legislative barriers to improving services for homeless people

Theinflexibility of federal fundingvas blamed for much of the inaccessibility of WIA (kitmce
Investment Act) training resources forineless people. Here are the key themes:

° Federal funding is categorical with each program having its unique target population
and eligibility requirements.

° Federal funding is increasingly outcorffesused but at a level that emphasizes
achievements highrmthe employment ladder, i.e. high wage rates, long termmete
tion, rather than pre and earlgmployment incremental stepsOne observer noted,

@ L!Qa KAIK ¢3S NBIAdANBYSYy(i LINBOf dzZRSa adz

training for those with greatesf S S R ® ¢

° Department of Labor funding requires-b8onth tracking of job placements which
many nonprofit organizations cannot achieve; additional resources are needed for
longerterm tracking and supportive services.

° W-2 (TANF) work participation requiremeirhits active job search to 6 weeks per
year; this is often inadequate.

°  WIA (Workforce Investment Act) funding is focused on training arichieing of ke-
cently unemployed workers with higher levels of education and work experience.

° 42 A &O02y aAiyigQaws sekvdsla balrigr@ individuals who have a criminal
record who are interested in careers as nurses, certified nursing assistants, and day
Ol NB { SihdRigusldNdtetested in these careers may have criminal records
that represent youthfuindiscretions such as shopliftimghich may have little or no
relationship to the training or employment opportunity.

° Progression/content oWIAfunded and MAT@aining programs iprescribed; not
flexible to needs of workers.

© Wisconsin Department of Rewee is unwilling to work with homeless providers to
address tax arrearages.

Access to criminal recordsay have resulted in an oweise/overreliance on criminal bae
ground checks to screen out applicants for training programs and employment. As oee stak

holdernoteda [ SAF f f &8X SYLIX 28SNAR Olyy20 RAAZONN-YAYI (S

GA2Yy A& ONRFIR FYyR LlzotAOte F@FrAflFofS NBO2NRa
NEO2NRa | NBE AYGSNILINBGSR a 3JdzAat G oe

Stakeholders noted that wit public access to criminal records througltBPo 2 A 8 O2 Y& A Y Q&
cuit Court Access Program), employers can readily access infornaaitoon individuals with

just his/her name. However, as stakeholders pointed out employers may have difficulty putting
criminal records into context, distinguishing between arrests and convictions, and separating

out criminal behavior which might impact employability from personal or unrelated behaviors
which may not. In addition, Milwaukee Municipal Court is the only githeé state that puts its
information on the internet, adding to the likelihood that a prospective employee with previous
municipal citations will be screened out of employment.a troubled economy with highna

22

/



Milwaukee

Homelessness and Employmerl Challenges

employment, an individual with even a miratrentry, i.e. traffic violation, on-CAP is likely to
be passed over in favor of a comparable applicant with no record.

1 Strategies to improve employment opportunities for homeless people

Stakeholders were asked their views on how to improve employraedttraining opportunities for
homeless people in Milwaukee. Their responses are categories as follows: Training and Services, E
ployers, Access, Workforce Development Plan, and Leadership.

Training and Services:

° Employment and training programs neeallie integrated within homeless service
organizations.

° Workforce development training and employment programs need to emphasize ¢
reer development and not just employment.

° Training programs need to be more connected to employers and their current and
future needs. An authentic exchange of needs and solutions are needed between
workforce development agencies and employers.

°  We need to serve the most difficult clients fisthose with minimal levels of edae
tion, experience and soft skills. And we needtarmge the definition of success
from 6-month job retention to a system that recognizes and rewards interim steps
and achievements.

° Homeless individuals need a dedicated advocate to increase access to pulklic ben
fits; stipends for FSET recipients to supghem while in training should be edia
lished.

° We need additional funding to mitigate legal barriers to employment and training.

©  Start with the perspective that everyone has talents and assets and build upon them
rather than just identifying deficiencies.

° Shelters need owsite training and employment programs integrated with other-se
vices that they provide. Many homeless individuals have job skills but neeth-a pat
way, guidance and monitoring to support them in finding their own jobs.

° WIA services are fosed almost completely on mitigating unemployment so funding
and resources are dedicated to agencies that provide job placement and retention.
More resources are needed for pemployment services and this preparation needs
to be better integrated with mag formal workforce development programs.

Employers:
° The race issue among employers needs to be addressed. Diversity within the
workplace needs to be addressed. Diversity enhancement goes beyond providing a
few workshops.
° Employers need potential emplogs referred to them who are a good fit in order to
establish trust and a successful working relationship. If an individual is not qualified
F2NJ I 220 2NJ R2SayQid KI@S GKS az2¥id aiAaftfa
credibility.
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