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Key Messages:

This report is the second documenting the impleatamt of the Mental Health Commission of
Canada’s At Home/Chez Soi project in Winnipeg, cmgethe late 2010 to late 2011 period. It reports
on the changes in program fidelity over this tirmed reflects on continued and emerging strengttis an
challenges in the implementation of the projecte Tiesults demonstrate that, while there are
challenges, there have been many positive resul{safiticipants.

Service teams have built on relationships withvidtlial participants over the past year. Daily diop-
programs are particularly successful, providingtip@ants with a consistent, normal social circle.
Other improvements include better supports, ine@@asdvocacy, and participants learning to be
independent. Increased knowledge in working witlvestt users has made substantial improvements
working with this group of participants.

Housing procurement remained the most significéuadlenge into the second year. There is a severe
lack of affordable housing and this limited papamt choice. Service teams have adapted by using
some congregate housing, and increasing staff.tiBnigrevention is recognized as more important
now, as is providing diversity in housing types.

The challenge of delivering sufficient serviceptuticipants was identified in Fidelity Reportsn8ee
arms created discussion groups over the last ydaeh were successful, and are being reimplemented.
Staffing problems eased over the last year. Alinedave made changes to staffing, and improved
workplace culture. Caseloads have eased compatbd fost year, and this has allowed teams togocu
on long-term case-management solutions for padmntg Improvements in communication across the
Site have also helped, as have the adaptatiome aite including the integration of Aboriginal k.

Severe addictions, especially to solvents, weratified by the teams as a major barrier to housing
stability; yet progress is being made. ACT has msideificant inroads in working with this group,
procuring appropriate housing and services. Commgetll participants to adequate external clinical
services continues to be a challenge for all serigams.

Teams note the remarkable recovery that many paatits have achieved including housing stability,
and the seeking out of education, volunteeringemgloyment opportunities. Family reunification has
been especially rewarding for some participants.

Landlords had mixed experiences with the projetteyTtypically liked the programs and services
offered and felt that At Home is a positive progrfmmparticipants. Landlords attributed successesto

to good supports and service workers. However therfailed tenancies, landlords cited insufficient
supports for participants, lack of life-skills, aaddictions as important contributing factors. Liands
interviewed were averse to working with solventsdrs. Landlords commented on unhelpful changes
to the project since its inception, and the needé&ster communication.

As the project moves into its final year, questi@isut sustainability have become increasingly
important for participants and staff alike. Thejpob is working on continuation, but participante a
worried that they will be on the street again. Rlag for the transition has begun with a push toaijle
participants on the waiting list for Manitoba Haowgi Site leadership feels that the public is grgwin
more aware about the prevalence of homelessnesattitudies are changing for the better. Lastly, we
heard over and over again that harm reduction weaunkd that the At Home project is working.



Three-Page Executive Summary:

This report is the second documenting the impleatemt of the Mental Health Commission of
Canada’s At Home/Chez Soi project in Winnipeg congethe late 2010 to late 2011 period. It reports
on the changes in program fidelity over this tirmed reflects on continued and emerging strengttis an
challenges in the implementation of the projectke Tésults of interviews and focus groups demorestrat
that, while there are issues and challenges assdaidth the Site, there have been numerous pesitiv
results for participants, many of whom are moviogdrds recovery and stability. These successes are
beginning to reveal the effectiveness of the Hay§iinst model.

Focus groups revealed that service teams have twiltelationships with individual participants
through trust, respect, and a commitment to undeditg them as individuals. Daily drop-in programs
are seen as particularly successful, providingigpants with a consistent, normal social circléhé
successful strategies include better identificabbthe proper supports for each individual, théitgb

to be mobile to meet with people in the commurdiyyocating on behalf of participants, and working
to teach participants independence. Increased leamelin working with solvent users has contributed
to a change of attitude towards this population hasl generated specific support services for them,
though challenges remain.

The Winnipeg Site has faced numerous challenges theelast year. Housing procurement remained
the most significant challenge into the second .yg@aere is a lack of affordable housing and this
limited participant choice of housing to a more tecanconcentration of units; in environments many
consider unhelpful to recovery. Service teams hadapted to this challenge through some use of
congregate housing, and changes in staffing to iggownore housing-support. All stakeholders
recognized more time should be spent on evictioevgmtion rather than constantly re-housing
participants. More diversity in housing types ve&aen as a key missing component, particularly in
terms of shared and communal living. Many stakedrsldelt there is a need to broaden the definition
of housingin the At Home program to include other choicese Rbility to quickly house participants
was hampered by factors including, participantsklaf a housing history or rental record, the latk
damage deposit fund; and, there remains signifid#fitulties in housing (and re-housing) solvent
users.

The teams identified severe addictions, espedialgolvents, as a major barrier to housing stgbiet
progress is being made. High rates of eviction,atgmand re-housing were all symptomatic of solvent
abuse. Teams have made extraordinary efforts t& with solvent users. ACT has made significant
inroads in working with this subgroup, procuringoegpriate housing and providing services. There is
recognition of a need for additional or differeppes of programming for solvent users; and an
identified need for general substance abuse pragraonoss the Site. Connecting participants to
adequate external clinical services continues ta bieallenge for all service teams.

Many stakeholders contend that those who have inketdth challenges have been more successful
than those with severe addictions. The difficulfyconnecting participants to medical and psycldatri
help was seen as a significant barrier to sucagssény participants and Wi Che Win felt that there
are many undiagnosed participants.

The challenge of delivering sufficient servicegptoticipants was identified in Fidelity reports2011
and 2012. In response, Wi Che Win and NiApin créageoups over the last year, which were
successful. However, groups appear to have nowneelcbr stopped for both agencies. Wi Che Win
intends to restart group work and NiApin remainsufed on its successful drop-in center.



Burnouts, staffing turnover and the use of tempocantracts have affected the ability of staff told

and maintain relationships with the participantd arovide the necessary service levels. High encti
rates, and difficulties in maintaining contact wiplarticipants, have also affected success ratds. Al
teams have developed strategies to counter thikjdimg changes to staffing, more productive case-
meetings, new management, and improved workplaltereuSite Coordinators recommended creating
a pool of casual service staff to cover staff-lsaviso contributing to improvements, caseloadsshav
eased compared to the first year, and there isnlesd to respond to repeated crisis and re-housings
This has allowed teams to move into more long-tease-management solutions for participants, and
this is already demonstrating results.

The Site has had great success with the includigeaple with lived experience in the project. Team
report on the great value of the work they do wagkwith participants. There is some concern, that
high demands have been placed on people with 8xpdrience, resulting in increased stress.

Working with external service agencies and buresgies continues to be a challenge for the Site.
Teams have made good contacts with Employmentanser Canada and, to a lesser extent, Child and
Family Services. However, many external agenciesg paocesses that work at cross-purposes to each
other and the At Home project; causing frustrafmrthe teams. More work strengthening relationship
with external agencies would be beneficial to thegqet.

Most noteworthy for this report was the enthusiasmong service staff for the remarkable recovery
that many participants have achieved. Many outcoh@& changed for the participants including
participants remaining in housing for two yearg] amany stories of participants seeking out edunatio

volunteering opportunities and employment. Sometigpants have become more confident in
advocating for themselves, and family reunificati@s been especially rewarding for some.

Personal change among participants is being obdeRagticipants are developing their own voice and
strengths, and this is apparent with participamsing to a doctor’ or overcoming anxiety; to
participants testifying in court or with the Regitlal Tenancy Board. Service teams have begun geein
participants going to a deeper leveln their sharing and Site Coordinators remarkedthan long-
lasting impacts the project is having in commusitis people begin to embrace Housing First.

Service teams noted some critical ingredients ofidftgy First: Acceptance, Empowerment and
Responsibility, have become the philosophies ofttlaens. Personal staff qualities of non-judgmental
kindness, respect, acceptance, and commitment,alsyeemphasized.

Landlords had mixed experiences with the projetteyTtypically liked the programs and services
offered: holding fees, provision of repair servithsough Manitoba Green Retrofit, assistance with
moving problem tenants, and the education compoméhtandlords felt that At Home is a positive
program providing advantages and opportunities adigpants. Several identified that participants
without addictions, were the least trouble for théiinthe same time, the guaranteed rent offerethby
program was seen as less of a benefit to landlddtisandlords wanted participants that were quiet,
clean, and respectful of the property and neighfodimost all noted the importance of life-skills a
factor in participant success. Most landlords $aad they tried to treat At Home participants thens,

or better, than any other tenant.

Landlords attributed success stories to good stppord service workers; and there have been many
successes. However, for the failed tenancies, dadslicited insufficient supports for participarsk

of life-skills, and addictions as contributing faxd. There were reports from landlords that a few
participants had not received the supports thaptbgram promised, and this is partially suppotigd

the Fidelity Reports. Landlords suggested transiidiousing with life-skills learning services, and



more ownership on the part of participants in teaishoosing their housing and furnishings, woudd b
beneficial to the project.

Landlords singled out solvent abusers stated tegt lhad zero tolerance for solvent use contendiisg i
a health and safety risk for everyone in the bogdiLandlords interviewed were averse to working
with solvent abusers.

A common issue raised by landlords was the addgerdaof bureaucracy that working with the
program entailed. This situation was aggravateghdiyr communication at multiple levels. Landlords
offered a simpler line of communication as a soluti

Several landlords also commented that the projedtriot lived up to verbal agreements. The changes
in holding fees, assistance in evicting problemtipgants, and the reduction in the services of
Manitoba Green Retrofit were viewed negatively dydlords.

As the project moves into its final year, questi@isut sustainability have become increasingly
important for participants and staff alike. Servieams are making every effort to be clear with
participants that the project is working on condition, but communication with participants has baen
problem. Participants, of course, are worried thay will be on the street within a year, and tkis
causing anxiety. Staff as well, have expressedyydaut planning for the transition has begun with a
push to get participants on the waiting list forritaba Housing.

All stakeholders interviewed for this report offédran enormous amount of information on lessons
learned about the project, its implementation, &mdre directions. Several needs were identified
including: programming to help tenants who havenbe¢icted, addictions and trauma programming,
and additional types of housing. Stronger relatigmswvith outside service agencies, governments
departments, and Aboriginal agencies were alsm oéimarked upon.

Staff workloads and workplace culture have improdegimatically over the last year, especially with
the initial intake now past. Improvements in comimahon across the Site have helped, as have the
adaptations of the site including the further inédign of Aboriginal culture by all teams, and the
development of the service agencies, Manitoba Gretrofit and Housing Plus.

Site leadership felt that the public is growing m@ware about the prevalence of homelessness and
attitudes are changing for the better. Lastly, wartl over, and over again that harm reduction works
and that the At Home project is working.



l. Introduction

This report is the second documenting the impleatemt of the Mental Health Commission of
Canada’s At Home/Chez Soi project in Winnipeg cowgthe late 2010 to late 2011 period.. It reports
on the changes in program fidelity that have oamlimover this time, and reflects on continued and
emerging strengths and challenges in the implerientaf the project. The report is the result of a
series of interviews and focus groups facilitatgdrésearchers at the Institute of Urban Studidbeat
University of Winnipeg and the Department of Psgittyi at the University of Manitoba.

Il. Methodology
A. Description of Site and Sample

The research component of the Winnipeg demonstrgiroject is co-led by the Institute of Urban
Studies, University of Winnipeg and the UniversifyManitoba. It is structured as follows:

Site Coordination: Marcia Thomson and Project Ctastu Carla Kematchl; Co-Principal
Investigators: Dr. Jino Distasio, Associate Prafessf Geography and Director of the Institute of
Urban Studies, University of Winnipeg and Dr. Jiten Sareen, Professor of Psychiatry and
Community Health Sciences and Director of Reseddelpartment of Psychiatry, with Corinne Isaak as
Research Coordinator.

The Ma Mawi Wi Chi ltata Centre undertakes delivefythe Intensive Case Management (ICM)
interventions known as Wi Che Win (or “Walk with Blewhile the Mount Carmel Clinic (MCC) is
responsible for implementing the Assertive Commumiteatment (ACT) interventions. The Aboriginal
Health and Wellness Centre offers the Ni-Apirogram as the site-specific (Third Arm) interventi
component. It is an ICM model with an additionay ggilogram and provides housing alternatives to its
constituents at first point of entry into the pragr.

The Winnipeg Regional Health Authority (WRHA) coordtes housing procurement in association
with Housing Plus and works with the Service Armsdentify appropriate housing. They also have an
educational role with landlords in terms of Abonigi Cultural Awareness and Mental Health First Aid.

The Project Leadership Team, (comprised of the GitaCoordinators, the Co-Principal Investigators,
the Lead Service Providers, and the Housing Prawemé Coordinator), provides overall management
and coordination of the Winnipeg Project. The Adws Committee helps to secure holistic and
effective partnerships across housing, service readth care sectors, while the Aboriginal Cultural
Lens Committee ensures that Aboriginal perspectia@s honoured and promoted in Site
implementation. Persons with lived experience imtakhealth and in homelessness (PWLE) are
represented in various roles of the Project, onAtiéisory Committee or as staff of the lead service
providers. The inclusion of Aboriginal perspectivesd of persons with lived experience in mental
health and homelessness are considered integta Winnipeg Site.

1 On June 30, 2012, Marcia Thompson stepped dowmwasdeplaced by Lucille Bruce.



All interviewees were stakeholders in the Winnipgeige, and had been integrally involved in its
implementation of the project over the past yeamore. In total, thirty-seven people participated i
consultations with more than seventeen hours efurgws recorded for this second fidelity-evaluatio

The stakeholders interviewed for this report ineldidvith the three service teams, site coordinatbes,
housing team and the landlords participating in pineject. The number of participants in these
interviews and focus groups were as follows:

Wi Che Win - ICM: 6 Site Coordinators : 2
Mount Carmel Clinic ACT: 8 Housing Team : 3
NiApin: 6 Landlords: 12

Of the twelve landlords interviewed seven wheranfiodependent private companies. The other five
interviews were with resident managers or tenanticge coordinators of Manitoba Housing, who deal
directly with the project participants. Manitoba wing is the largest supplier of housing unitshie t
Winnipeg Site.

B. Documentation of Methodological Steps

Feedback sessions between the Service teams aq@itheam were observed by the researchers and
field notes taken. Strengths and challenges wetednas were discrepancies in perspectives and othe
issues. These field notes were used to informdbed group interviews with the Service teams.

In-depth interviews were conducted with the Sit@@mators, while focus groups sessions were held
with the service and housing teams. A subsequéstview with one housing team member unable to
attend the group session was also held. Lastlgphene interviews were completed with landlords
participating in the project.

The Interview Guides supplied by the national tereene first simplified by removing extraneous (i.e.,
instructional) text, and then emailed to Stakehofieticipants in advance of the meetings, alorify wi
consent forms. Upon meeting, participants weretéavio sign the consent form and explained the
research purpose and process. These sessionsagéitatéd by alternating combinations of Dudley,
Isaak, Havens and McCullough.

Some of the questions for both interviews and fogusups were adapted in the field. Questions
relating to identifying ‘barriers’, ‘challenges’ dnstrengths’ tended to tended to reoccur througltioe
interview guide. As a result, questions that repeé@tformation previously covered were not restated

Researchers with the Winnipeg Site concluded atises with an open invitation to offer comments
on anything relevant not already covered, framaeiims of, "Are there any other perceptions abloait t
implementation of the At Home program you havert ta chance to mention that you would like to
add?”.

2 This analysis was undertaken by researchers withr finowledge of the project at the Winnipeg Sitde Principal
Investigators Dr. Jino Distasio and Dr. JitendereSa supported research. Researcher Michael Dindigyeen involved
with the At Home / Chez Soi project since 2010, lafCorinne Isaak has been involved in overseeirgdbnsumer
narrative research since 2009. Researchers Matitaavens, Tracy Deboer and Scott McCullough have reerived since
2011.



In total, twelve interviews were conducted withd&rds. Thirty landlords were contacted out of the
population of approximately forty landlords thatbagarticipated in the At Home / Chez Soi project i
Winnipeg, resulting in a participation rate of 40Each interview took approximately 30 minutes to
complete. Interview data was collected by digieadarding over speakerphone with notes also taken by
the researcher. Interviews were conducted betweamchvand May of 2012. Open-ended questions and
prompts were used to elicit responses. Respondents given the option of not answering questions,
as participation was voluntary. The anonymity afp@ndents was ensured at the time of interview.

C. Description of Coding/Analysis Process

A collaborative approach was adopted in the prejmeracoding and analysis of the interviews and
focus group results. Each report author read #mestripts of interviews individually, and then et
identify common themes. The researchers workedtltegeto ensure that ambiguous words or
terminology were clarified and the overall accura€yhe transcriptions was confirmed. Collaborative
coding ensured that inputs were readily and mutuaterpretable. Usefulness of data was ensured by
seeking to maintain focus on fidelity assessmesues.

Findings from the interviews and focus groups wepsgaphrased, summarized and synthesized.
Responsibility for drafting the report was divideetween McCullough and Havens.

D. Description of how the quality of the data was established

Key informant interviews were recorded in-persomgs digital voice recorder. Dates and interview
subjects were identified in the recordings. To eesecurity, files were moved from the voice reeord
to a password-protected laptop. Focus group sessigiih the Service Teams were also digitally
recorded, and were documented by researchers tdktaged notes on a laptop and in longhand. The
notes and recordings were later compared and cemubifio ensure confidentiality, the task of
transcribing focus groups sessions was assignadranscriber. The interviewers transcribed lardilor
interviews. Both mp3 files and typed transcriptsevaored on the hard drives of the authors, akasel

a collaborative file-sharing site.

Il Findings

The results of interviews and focus groups dematestthat, while there are issues and challenges
associated with the Winnipeg Site, there have lmeenerous positive results for participants, many of
whom are moving towards recovery and stability. Wianipeg Site continues to develop its resources
and approaches, with awareness of the uniquenegbeotity’s conditions presenting particular
challenges and opportunities.



A. Developmental evaluation issues

a) Maintained and emerging strengths

(1) Description of strengths from the fidelity report

NiApin (3" Arm)

The 2012 Fidelity Report notes that NiApin is makigffective use of their daily drop-in as evidamt i
the appreciation that participants have shownhar $ervice. The fact that the team is running gsou
for participants is a positive that is being buiion. Fidelity also noted that the team adherethdo
concept of self-determination for participants,ngerespectful of people as individuals and the path
they may choose, and avoids the use of coerciois ddntributes to the team’s positive efforts in
supporting all aspects of the lives of participants

NiApin has benefitted from having a housing spéstian the team, in light of the transition of himggs
procurement being reassigned to the service arhs.specialist is working to build connections with
existing and new landlords. The team has becomes muooficient at facilitating the re-housing of
participants, taking a more deliberate approach aedting a plan to ensure the participant will be
successful in the new unit.

NiApin team members have a good working relatigmsttid show mutual respect and support for each
other. This is evident in the efficient and thodghtiscussions that take place at team meetingis T
allows them to effectively plan and share resoyrespecially when dealing with participants who are
facing crisis.

ACT

The fidelity team reported that the ACT team hagapeto focus more on long-term issues for
participants, and less on intake. The team is ngakin effort to facilitate the building of more

meaningful lives for participants. This has beeilitated by the development of a new ‘recoverynpla
system’. Another important change has been the slwhy from ‘doing things for participants’,

towards teaching participants to do it themselves.

The ACT team has had good success with a familgifieation program, allowing participants that
have progressed in recovery to reconnect with tttéldren. Fidelity also noted that the team’s grou
work is strong, continuing to attract participarifse trauma group, facilitated by a trauma spegtiali
especially received praise from participants. Tdaat has built good connections with participants’ E
workers, benefitting from more frequent face-togf@ontact with them.

Fidelity notes that the attitude of the ACT teamwdods solvent abuse has changed, as the team gained
experience and developed strategies to effectiwagk with the issues. Fidelity also noted that the
team is well-versed in the harm-reduction method mrakes good use of motivational interviewing.
The ACT team is also developing an eviction preeeniplan that includes increased visits with
participants, improved landlord relations, andtetyges relating to solvent abuse.

ICM (Wi Che Win)

The 2012 Fidelity Report highlighted the ICM teamigat success in working with and advocating for
participants involved in the criminal justice systeThis team has the highest number of participants
involved in the legal system in Winnipeg, and tkpegience the staff has gained has been valuable.




The ICM team is committed to using harm reductippraaches and also makes use of motivational
interviewing techniques. The team has been moragetywith participants, and is more thoughtful
about each person’s situation. The team is welligged in the concept of self-determination and
respectful of an individual's uniqueness when hedghem to plan and meet goals.

(2) Service provider perspectives on strengths

For the most part, the service teams’ perspectivetheir strengths converged with those found & th
fidelity report. During the focus groups, staff dexl to speak more about the positives that they saw
with the participants, both generally and as irutliils.

All three service teams shared the success theg had building relationships with individual
participants. Staff members have built trust withrtigipants by showing sincere respect and a
commitment to understanding them as individual®\giti has benefited greatly in this aspect from the
running of a daily drop-in that is consistentlyfgd, which allows participants to stay connectElde
drop in and an “open door” policy adopted by stafis facilitated a more relaxed, sociable and
community feel among the NiApin participants araffstA feeling of trust has allowed participants of
all the teams to share their personal concernst thieg feel they need, and has also allowed them to
feel more comfortable speaking up for themselves.

The ACT team has developed strategies to bettgrostigolvent users; this is also noted by fidelity.
Prior to this project, working with solvent userasiachallenging and the project has contributedheo t
change of attitudes towards working with this pagioh. This experience has generated more support
for solvent abusers such as a “solvent user moké-inThe team is willing to work with other sepé
providers to pass on this knowledge.

Both the ACT and ICM teams said that they have &ddt of success helping participants maintain
their housing, and many remaining in the originait uhat they occupied. Almost half of the
participants in the ACT program are in their firgiusing location. ACT team staff said that most
participants who had to be re-housed learned fomekperience, achieved stability and did not have
be re-housed again. The ACT team works hard ontiemigorevention and works closely with
participants to try and prevent having to be redeal

Two of the teams reported on the beneficial chamgade in their approach to service. The NiApin
team has learned to move away from authoritarian attitude’when dealing with participants to a
more participatory oné[l]n the beginning we set out to prevent peoplerfr making bad choices. Now
we provide positive opportunitissaid a team member of NiApin. The ACT team hasailoped a
move-in checklistthat helps them ensure none of the important Idatéithat process are missed. The
ACT team also had landlords accept more than desindividual on a lease. This has allowed couples
to live together without risk of eviction due tmlation of the lease, as has been a concern ipasie

Both NiApin and ICM mentioned that advocating om&lé of participants is an important element of
their work. This has included staff providing adaog for participants when dealing with El, CPP, and
with landlords, especially when unit maintenanceeguired. Along with advocacy, the service teams
have been working to teach participants indeperelefiacilitate self-determination and allow them to
find resources and supports on their own. The NiApam commented that having some participants
looking for their own place to live has been a veajuable experience for the individual. The ICM
team has noticed that some participants are showtdependence and finding their own opportunities
for personal growth. At the ICM team they providdunteer opportunities for participants which helps
them gain experience and uses their strengthsiciparits from all the service arms have been
achieving a variety of things that indicate recgyauch as returning to school, volunteering, gajni



employment or looking for work, and being reuniteih families. The fact that participants have
regained custody of their children as a resulhefrtrecovery has been especially significant.

Staff of the service teams commented that despitegbvery unique and challenging work, the staff is
very supportive of each othéilhe atmosphere of the team is positive, caring] anrturing and the
team has good cohesién

The ACT team said that they are very flexible ioyiding support for each other. They have been
more effective at scheduling, and have found timdd monthly debriefings with each staff member.
No staff has left the ACT team due to the naturthefwork which they have all found rewarding.

b) Recurrent challenges or trouble spots

(1) Description of challenges from the fidelity reports

NiApin (3™ Arm)

The fidelity team reported a concern regardingNi#pin team’s frequency of visits with participants
NiApin has been seeing some participants less theamequired three times each month. Participants
reported that most of the services they receivepdrapvhen they drop by the officélThe team is
struggling to see people at least once a week.Basghe chart review, 60% of participants are seen
at least three times a month and several were senonce or not at all.’Participants said they would
like to see staff more frequently in their homestsewhere in the community. The service team would
also benefit from providing opportunities for paigiant input concerning the delivery of services.

The fidelity report also noted that the team shaelthink the use of “home inspections” as this may
come across to participants as monitoring and mgrfere with rapport. It was also noted that the
team would benefit from better use of the motivaaidnterviewing approach.

The role of the ‘peer support worker’ is uncertaithin the team and must be clarified. The team has
also struggled with connecting participants to pg&yiric and other services that participants need f
recovery.

ACT

The fidelity review noted that the ACT team neealsvork further on providing opportunities to allow
participants to give input into the program. Thisuld allow participants to take more ownershiphsf t
services offered and more pride in successful @patiion of those programs. Fidelity also repotteat
re-housing continues to be a challenge, and the f€am is making efforts to be proactive on this
issue.

There is a lack of services in the community fagstwise substance abuse intervention, which many
participants would benefit from. The team is hawilifficulty connecting participants to these seedc
especially when there are extensive waiting listekisting programs.

ICM (Wi Che Win)

The fidelity report indicates that the ICM teamé&nsce delivery consistency and chart-keeping needs
improvement. Some note-taking is occurring, buglftg found that some charts don’t appear to reflec
goal planning.

Also of concern were support groups not being naamed consistently, and most had discontinued
altogether. This has resulted in a loss of conaratiith some participants who make use of the ggoup



The team is also struggling to connect participantexisting medical, psychiatric, and addiction
services within the community.

Concern was expressed by fidelity that there wasesimconsistency in how often participants were
seen, some regularly and others rarely. This wasbated to staff turnover, difficulty locating
participants, and inconsistent record keeping.

(2) Service provider perspectives on challenges

Staff from all three service teams discussed ttadlatges of trying to contact some participantsl an
the delays involved in recovery planning if a papnt misses an appointment. Most participants do
not have phones. Budgeting for, or providing phonesld allow a quick call to confirm a meeting or
to check in. Another challenge of keeping in towdth participants is the concern over safety. Home
visits often require two staff members for safetgd this can be difficult to schedule when all fstaf
have full work loads. Teams also state that evedyidual requires their own level of involvement
with staff, some needing infrequent check-ins atheis requiring many hours per week.

Both the ICM and NiApin teams shared their concetimsut difficulties and confusion surrounding the
role of “peer support workers” or “peer specialisi®he ICM staff were concerned that some of these
peer specialists that were hired had not even sredvfrom trauma themselves. They also had a
concern that the definition of “peer” was uncleand as envisioned, was not necessary. ICM felt that
people did not have to suffer the same sort ofntigaun their lives to be a peer, or provide support.
Some of the staff feels that life experiences bfygles provide people with the ability to give gdate
peer support.

The NiApin teams concern centred more on the jaemigtion of the peer support workers. They were
originally assigned to strictly provide accompanimor case workers, to provide safety, and to work
during drop-in hours. This evolved into “picking upe slack” when things became busy and
undertaking roles that were not suitable; suchaasgdthe work of case workers, one-on-one meetings
with participants, and going out alone on houskscal

(3) Perspectives on moving forward to address the chalhges
(from Fidelity reports & service teams)

= The NiApin team is categorizing participants ashhigiedium, and low needs and graduating
participants as they are ready.

= The ACT team is placing some common sense conditionparticipants that need to be re-
housed and who have had multiple units. They ase developing a process based on the
medicine wheel that has helped with re-housing.

= A congregate-type setting may be a viable housiteyrative for those who have not had
success living in scattered sites.

= Service teams might try to arrange to have clingispend a few hours a week at their office to
allow for walk-in appointments.



c) Emerging implementation challenges or trouble spdifsevident)

(1) Description of challenges from the fidelity reports

NiApin (3™ Arm)

The team has been challenged by the changes inngopiocurement. Lack of available or feasible
units due to low vacancy rates, desirability, andliy of upkeep have slowed the process of housing
and re-housing people. A big concern when attergptiinprocure units is the limitation of the $485
subsidy and the lack of quick access to a damagesite

ACT

The ACT team’s housing specialist has been workiagd to build connections with landlords. The
team has less leverage when procuring units, espedue to the inability to quickly provide damage
deposits. It is also unclear who is responsibleraking rent stipend payments.

The fidelity report noted that the ACT team shobkl mindful of when participants are ready for a
transition to a lower level of service. An importgart of this process is ensuring that participdmave
learned to do things for themselves, as opposéddmng things done for them. Fidelity suggests that
staff should also be mindful of where the partiaipas at, and if they are ready to be challenged —
guestions that should be asked of the participant.

The fidelity report also noted that both ACT andMCalong with the housing team commented that the
regular meeting had changed, with less focus osihguThis meeting is an important chance to share
information concerning available units, landlordspair issues, and other items that facilitate unit
procurement.

ICM (Wi Che Win)

The team has been challenged by a significant wemim staff. This has lead to varying support and
understanding of the model, and how it is to belémgnted. There also seems to be varied levels of
understanding of the harm-reduction strategy antivatonal interviewing techniques. Staff turnover
has also resulted in a loss of relationship wittad other external services, making it more diffito
advocate on behalf of participants.

The ICM team is also facing challenges due to tlenge in the project’s housing procurement system.
There exists confusion for the team about who [gesed to pay the rent, do repairs, and contact
landlords. Landlords are also expecting incentthas were guaranteed in the past, but can no Idmger
maintained (such as repairs). The change in theihgprocess raised concerns about the ability to
procure units with the limited subsidy of $485, dck of immediate access to damage deposits.

(2) Service provider perspectives on challenges

Service staff also shared frustration with thedklaf ability to procure housing for the prograneams
noted especially the difficulties encountered wipanticipants have become incarcerated (often from
pre-existing charges), as El will not cover thetaisa rental while the person is in jail. This reakt
difficult to maintain housing, and requires pagiits to be re-housed after release. Acquiring dama
deposits has also been difficult, these need toelter budgeted for.

The ACT team said that difficulties were encourdenenen changes in the service delivery were not
communicated effectively to landlords. Promises ttere made to landlords concerning consistency in
payments and repairs to units were unable to beasi¢he project went on. One staff said that they



need a single approved message to give to landlakdait what the project can offer. These
discrepancies have affected relations with landlord

(3) Perspectives on moving forward to address the chalhges
(from Fidelity reports & service teams)

= The ICM team is working on developing team cohesi®taff would benefit from a
teleconference about the principles of housingt #nsd harm reduction especially for new
members of the team or those who would like a revighe team is also organizing a visit from
the SOS team to learn about strategies for wonkiitiy solvent users.

= The ICM team will benefit from their newly assignédusing specialist and should also
consider working closer with the ACT team, as vaslltry to set up meetings with El and other
external agency workers in order to build connextio

*» The entire Winnipeg site is implementing a new gaahning methodology that takes a very
holistic approach versus a medical model approach.

= Housing specialists from each team should contioueeet on a weekly basis to discuss issues
that pertain directly to housing. The purpose @ tiousing meeting would be to recruit, vet,
and share potential landlords and leads.

d) Other emerging implementation issues (barriers, atiations, innovations)

(1) Description of issues

The speed of intake that was required to meet tbggq goals presented challenges to providing
service. The ACT and ICM teams both discussed m@\ptessure to bring in the quantity of the people
required by the research interfered with the qualit service they could provide. The effects ofthi
initial push to house a large number of participanere also commented on by Site Coordinators.
Closer to the start of the project, when partictparmbers were still low, staff had more time tersp
with people. As numbers increased it was verydiffito give participants the individual attentithrey
required to help them maintain housing. The housimgrtage in Winnipeg caused staff to spend a lot
of time finding housing for new referrals, and tdoke away from working with existing participants.
One Staff from ICM commentedchdw do we justify chasing housing when | know {iedple are
traumatized and | should really be attending tot®iaThe speed of intake and housing shortage also
prevented staff from really getting to know someté participants. If there was an existing housing
stock reserved for the project, service teamstlfedy wouldn’'t have to spend a large portion of ithei
time trying to find homes for participants. An diluli challenge is many new participants lack a
housing history or rental record that landlordschieerefer to before offering a lease.

Challenges working with external services emerd@aing of payments from some services presented
ongoing budgeting challenges for staff and pardiotp. Another example is some staff have

experienced a situation where they were not alloteedssist participants when the participant was
trying to obtain benefits. Agencies require thalyame applicant can answer questions being asked
over the telephone. If the agency representatieeshassistance being given in the background or is
given an incorrect identification answer, the repreative will discontinue the conversation and

require the participant to meet somebody in perStaff and participants also face difficulties when

agencies are frequently reassigning participantdifferent workers, and team staff feel that some

agency workers do not show the commitment requodtklp people in need.



(2) Perspectives on moving forward to address the isssie

» The ACT team is making efforts to schedule theyrsdaore efficiently.

= The ICM team has modified their staffing and has teadership over the last year. ICM has also
done a complete file review and created more pafpbscase-management meetings. ICM
management has also worked on bring more worlldifance to the agency staff.

e) Issues identified from first implementation and #dity reports
(housing/re-housing; housing clinical relationship;
People with Lived Experience (PWLE); staffing)

(1) Description of issues & Perspectives on moving foavd

COMBINED BY TOPIC

The 2011 Fidelity Reports and 2011 Implementatiepdrt identified many successes and challenges
for the service teams.

Housing:

Housing and re-housing remain the biggest challergehe Winnipeg Site. Fidelity Reports note the
ongoing constraints in the Winnipeg affordable lwogismarket remain a problem, limit participant
choice, and that almost all housing is found cdigtia environments many considered unhelpful to
recovery. Site Coordinators and service teams meedi the ongoing struggle to obtain damage
deposits and the need for housing outside of the. ddhe 2011 Implementation Report noted that some
participants went months without being housed, sioate targets had not been met, some participants
ended up in inappropriate housing, and identified heed for congregate-style housing for some
participants.

NiApin (3 Arm) was applauded in the first Fidelity Report faroactive approaches to housing
problems including assigning more staff to housing developing a congregate living option. And, by
the 2012 Fidelity, this congregate option had depedl to more closely follow the Housing First
model. NiApin has made extensive efforts with rei$ing solvent users and has made progress in
creating a more thoughtful processBut in their focus group, NiApin also expresseasfration with

the multiple re-housings of solvent abusers.

The first Fidelity Report notes that ACT experiethaggnificant challenges in housing and re-housing,
particularly finding housing in suitable areas ay&dting participants into housing quickly. ACT now
has a housing specialist working to find new lariio

Wi Che Win (ICM) has also struggled to find housimgareas desired by participants. The 2011
Fidelity reports that ICM had a high percentagepafticipant move-ins within six weeks. They are
currently working on better recovery planning fodividuals who need to be re-housed. As well, ICM
has modified their staffing positions to includeadf-time housing-support worker.

Site Coordinators report that the high numbersdiagusing (some as many as seven or eight times), a
well as extensive damages to suites has madergasingly difficult and frustrating for the service
teams. They also reported that the service teaws bagun to address re-housing differently. Teams
are beginning to ask important questions about whiatbe done differently when a participant needs t
be housed a third or fourth time. All stakeholdexsognized more time needs to be spent on eviction
prevention rather than constantly re-housing padrms. This is anticipated to be possible with the
current shift to more long-term case-management.
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Service Delivery:

Wi Che Win (ICM) and NiApin (3 Arm) were identified in the 2011 Fidelity as stgligg to meet
participants often enough (at least 3 times a noiithis was also identified as a challenge in &2
Fidelity Report. It was suggested that these agsntbok at more formal opportunities to see
participants through groups, and this course wasuaa by both service teams. However, the regular
meeting of these groups declined or stopped fdn bgencies over the last year. Wi Che Win stated it
is re-starting groups while NiApin spoke of the aegs of its drop-in center in developing community
for participants. Wi Che Win noted the very highféturnover over the last year, and very high ease
loads as contributing to service delivery challend®i Che Win also suggested in the focus group tha
20 participants per worker is too high to providéfisient services. Fidelity notes that Wi Che Win
caseloads have hit 30 participants at times. NiAgirongly disagreed with the 2012 Fidelity
assessment on service delivery. They suggesteditiray participants have advanced to a point of self
sufficiency where they do not need as many visitg} that there are other contributing factors fair n
visiting participants such as their emphasis oe-wasrker safety.

Staffing:

Several staffing issues were identified in the tHfiglelity and Implementation reports. The burnout
staff due to high stress and high case-loads veattiftkd a year ago in the 2011 Implementation repo
Site coordinator interviews note the struggle smnieams have had in maintaining full staffing, and
how hard the work is on service teams. Burnout ease-loads were discussed in all three focus-
groups, and each service agency has developedgigatto lessen the problem. Wi Che Win (ICM)
spoke a great deal of staff burnout, short-staffing high caseloads. They have addressed this with
new staff and leadership over the year, as wethae purposeful case-management meetings. Staff
feels these changes have been effective makingrdject ‘feel more in control because there’s more
direction” ICM management has also worked on bringing mooekiiife balance to the agency staff.
The need for additional training in harm-reductitathniques and motivational interviewing was
emphasized for Wi Che Win in both 2011 and 2012.

ACT spoke of the challenging and tremendous woddoas well as their difficulty keeping staff,
though emphasized that they havenmfiderful team’ One challenge they note is the agency does not
have full control over its own Human Resources,dpdrates under Mount Carmel Clinic and tends to
be last on the list for new hires. ACT appears deehgood self-care in place for its staff, inclygdin
monthly debriefs, flexible time off when necessagnd cultural healing (sweat lodges). The
management style at NiApin appears to have chaoged the last year with a moregen-door”
policy that has resulted in positive relationshipith staff and participants. Both ACT and NiApin
spoke of the difficulty of finding staff with theopsible end of project, a challenge that Site
Coordinators also recognize. Positions are poagethsting for less than a year, making them more
difficult to fill. Site Coordinators recommendegaol of casual service staff to cover the team neamb
leaves as necessary, and to lower burnout rates.

PWLE:

The inclusion of persons with lived experience e tAt Home project has been a fundamental
underpinning that has brought strengths to the d$edmat also challenges. The service teams widely
acknowledged that lived experience is importantther staff to have understanding of participarits. |
has also been a powerful source of knowledge exghasulting in the staff not seeing themselves as
separate from the participants. As a Site Coordmsaid, T would say that 80% of our staff are of
Aboriginal descent and have had some lived expegiesp the participants have said “you can tell who
has had the experience and those that have@he cannot underestimate the positive effediveid
experience staff working with participants.
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The 2011 Implementation Report warned of the ristedraumatizing lived-experience people through
exposure to similar life-stories during interviewsCT has noted the challenges of including voluntee
peer-level PWLE and fully including them in theioik. ACT has also noted burnout in PWLE who
have been asked to do too much and that the exipestaf lived experience people were too hight tha
such expectations placed too much demand and siresisese at-risk people. There was also some
concern raised over the skill levels of lived expece staff, Sometimes it is hard to find staff with both
skill set and lived experience. For example, we $@ame sex offenders and the case worker might not
have been able to pick up on that [because of tackkills]. It makes everyone a little vulnerablg..

Generally though, the teams valued the staff withd experience, noting that participants were so
comfortable with the staff with lived experiencatlit makes up for lack of formal skills. Staff it
lived experience were seen to have the abilitya@eetbp relationships with participants that worked
very well. A Site Coordinator noted that if the j@ad had used a traditional route [mostly white,
formally trained service workers], the Site wouldmave participants feeling as good about themselve

Aboriginal: Housing and Trauma

The 2011 Implementation report identified that maoriginal participants prefer a more collective

living arrangement, and the scattered site modéfaising First can cause feelings of isolation and
stress for these participants. The effects of lmmgy trauma on Aboriginal participants were also
identified early. These issues continue to be glyotalked about by the service teams.

Most Aboriginal persons would find it unthinkable mot welcome family and friends to share their
housing unit. Concern was expressed that the grdieaot address the validity of this cultural gtiee

as an expected social norm, although it was idedtéarly in Wi Che Win 2011 Fidelity report. These
visitors were much discussed by all stakeholders but wetdutly anticipated in the model. Yet the
presence of visitors was among the primary stagadans for evictions. The inability to share hogisin
had a huge impact on some participants’ abilityn&intain their tenancy. Many stakeholders strongly
suggested the need for more flexible or communasimg options in such a project, especially options
that take into account Aboriginal social norms. Reted on was the need for housing that
accommodated extended family, and the need forregage options outside of the core (to minimize
isolation and provide community). The Site hasdttiwo examples of communal housing with limited
success to date. Both were transitional housinwatore: one was shared apartments, the other rgomin
house style. Both housed participants together mhy not know each other; and who may not have
wanted to live together. Neither accommodated fiamilNiApin had some success with this housing as
it gave the agency options and flexibility durimg tinitial intake. However, these two Site experitse
with communal living do not appear to have acclyaseldressed the problem, and the challenge of
communal housing needs to be revisited. ACT, Wi Bhe, and Site Coordinators all commented on
the ongoing conflict between the housing modeltaedeality of Aboriginal participants’ lives.

The service teams and Site Coordinators spoke ®fddimaging effects of intergenerational and
complex trauma to Aboriginal participants includitlge legacy of residential schools, poverty,
addictions, solvent abuse, violence, sexual vi@eaod the abuse of children. ACT and Wi Che Win
(ICM) both noted that deep trauma affects manyhefgarticipants. Wi Che Win statesduma seems
to be the biggest factbin participant success, that trauma causes tdetohs, and homelessness is
merely a symptom. Wi Che Win identifies the critinaed for complex trauma-addictions treatment in
the project.

Substance Abuse Programming:

The need for substance abuse programming, pamicular solvent abuse, was identified in both
ACT’s and ICM’s First Fidelity reports and the Irephentation report. The Implementation Report also
noted the high number of solvent abusers at thenig Site would require adaptations to the project
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and that landlords will not accept solvent useite Soordinator interviews show the project hasadan

lot of work with solvent users after the first yeACT has made the most advances on this fronnlavi
developed successful solvent-abuse strategies @suthe move-in kit), and has created a group for
solvent users that is regularly attended. The Ejdeam has recommended that Wi Che Win pair up
with ACT to make use of services, and Wi Che Watesd in their focus group that they are pursuing
working with ACT on solvent abuse programming. A&l$o recognized that it has knowledge to share
and offered to hold workshops for the other seruaitas on its solvent abuse strategies.

Special Lease Provisions:

Landlords’ use of ‘special provisions’ in particigdeases continues to be a problem. This includes
clauses that bar participants from having guestsjandating abstinence. Fidelity reports conclunde t

all three teams are strong advocates for partitspagainst this problem. Successes have been
achieved. Many more participants are now takingliamls to the Residential Tenancy Board to address
issues; and ACT has made the important change tonger working with landlords who use special
provisions.

Participant Information / Bureaucracy:

The 2011 Implementation Report noted the lack ofiggpant information sharing within the project.
The created a challenge of housing new participantsout rental histories, and housing teams
learning about serious problems too late. Thiseissppears to have improved over the ensuing year
with better information sharing and the use of ipgrants’ names instead of identification numbers.
Site Coordinators have also noted the sharing ofv@dge between the teams over the last year and
the confidence that has created.

The service teams still note the issue of obtaimiadicipant information from external organization
as well as bureaucratic red-tape. Even when paaiits give consent, medical histories are diffionilt
obtain. Waiting lists can be two or three yeargléor external services and obtaining identificatior
handling issues like taxes, continue to be extrgnoblallenging for service teams. Challenges in
working with external service organizations and ggoment departments were remarked upon by all
three service teams and Site Coordinators.

B. Housing First Theory of Change

(1) Learnings about what outcomes occur during the firsyear and the second

All service teams spoke of the many positive outesrof the project and the advances participants
made over the last year. Time seems to be theteddantor; as participants have been with thgquto

for longer periods of time, and they have develogteonger relationships with project staff, theyda
made greater improvements in their lives. NiApinnpadly commented, It takes 1-2 years for
recovery; and 5-7 years to get their life togethand spoke of the desire of participants for kagm
recovery programming. A Site Coordinator corrobedathis assessment by suggesting the project
needed more than five years working with partictpdar full results.

Success stories include some participants returteingork or school, reported by all service teams.
Reuniting families was also seen as a major acashmpént of the project. ACT reported a high level
of family reconnection, including visits to estraagchildren, or returning home after a long period
away. Site Coordinators note the difference thiglldf connection can make in a participants life. W
Che Win (ICM) expressed how impressive it is fomsone to be able to make these kinds of changes
within two years.
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Personal changes among patrticipants were also kethapon by the service teams. ACT and NiApin
noticed that participants have begun feeling céoedn a way that is unconditional, that participan
have developed their own voice, and that they apalole of great things. Site Coordinators note that
participants begin to realize that theig flothing wrong with them, they aren’t bad, thegrét sick’”
Developing this kind of strength has also been deeparticipants going to Residential School
Hearings, making victim impact statements, or f@sty in court. Site Coordinators note that the
number of participants going to the Residentialarey Board (to fight evictions, or demand improved
building conditions) has tripled over the last year

Service teams often remarked on the small succedsgarticipants: learning to pay for a lost key,
going to a doctor, managing stress, learning peticand overcoming anxiety were all mentioned by
ACT and NiApin.

For those participants who have been in the prdggca while, Wi Che Win has seen them going to a
deeper level with sharing trauma, and noted tita thuch more satisfying work, but it's also more
difficult.” Site Coordinators remarked on the long-lastingaits the project is having in communities
as people begin to embrace harm reduction stratagié begin to work together.

(2) Learnings about who benefits the most from Housingrirst, and who doesn't

Wi Che Win (ICM) expressed the belief that sucaasses from the participants themselves, it comes
to those who want to make positive changes in tlifeir This desire to “make it work” was also
identified as important by landlords. Wi Che Wiatsed that anyoneasho can see a future, anyone who
has a little bit of hopé,can be reached and can benefit from the projubse participants who had
been diagnosed by a psychiatrist, and have theepropdication, were also cited by Wi Che Win and
Site Coordinators as more likely to succeedy“sense is that those with a mental health isswsde
tend to respond quicker and faster [than those wiluma or addictions issues]."The difficulty of
connecting participants to medical / psychiatritph@as seen as a significant barrier to success for
many participants and Wi Che Win felt that there mrany undiagnosed participants. NiApin stressed
that each participant has a different timelineifoiependence, or moving to housing.

NiApin noted that those in high-risk categoriegpeazsally solvent abusers, were those who the prgra
helped the least. Service teams and a Site Cododiisaiggest that there is much work to do in
addressing addictions. As stated earlier, Wi Cha Ws found that trauma seems to be the biggest
factor in participant success. They note that &gipant can go for addiction treatment repeatebiy,

the trauma re-triggers the addiction.

(3) Learnings about the critical ingredients of HousingFirst
(what ingredients are most important for whom andwhen)

Critical ingredients mentioned by the service teamee enunciated by NiApin as “Acceptance,
Empowerment, and Responsibility.” Participant resgoility was highlighted by Wi Che Win and
NiApin as an important ingredient that was not eagired at the beginning of the project; but is now
seen by the service groups as criticVe're trying to give back the responsibility to fheerticipants to
make their own choices. It's about being respomesfbl their own live$ Both teams suggested that
there was too much enabling in the beginning ofpttogect.

Two teams stressed that Housing First is a diffespproach compared to a more institutional apgroac

and that it does not dictate to participants whaythave to do and is more accepting of who theyrar
their progression. It does not sgpu have to get here first [before the program Wwélp you]’
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Necessary qualities for staff to have for facilitgt change were seen as Kindness, non-judgmental,
Respect, Honesty, Acceptance, Commitment, andcifatit-focused.

More learnings were offered on the operation ofrggect itself. One widely recognized challengeswa
the high intake nhumbers at the beginning. It wétstéebe extremely challenging for a service team t
take on a hundred participants in a year. The tdathshat a more gradual implementation process
would have resulted in better outcomes.

Although re-housing has frustrated the servicetamging teams, they have recognized that re-housing
almost always works, in terms of creating long teéanancy. NiApin and Manitoba Housing both
commented on the value of a participant learnimgnfian unsuccessful tenancy. ACT has found that
very few people need to be re-housed again afeefitst time. This in itself is an important lession

the project.

C. Landlord / Caretaker issues

(1) What's working well from the perspective of landlords

Landlords typically liked the programs and servioéiered by the At Home project, and thought they
offered significant advantage when they worked welientioned specifically were the holding fees,

provision of cleaning / repair services for damageites, assistance with moving problem tenangs, th
roundtable gatherings for landlords, and the edworcatomponent. Landlords had mixed experiences
communicating with the project, some having positxperiences, others having difficulty contacting
caseworkers or the service teams. There was udifdrigh praise for the housing team, notably Lori

Hudson who was repeatedly commended for going keyloa call of duty. The guaranteed rent offered
by the program was seen as less of a benefit tdldets because current market conditions in
Winnipeg guarantee the rental of any unit, evehevit the project.

Landlords had strong feelings on what made for esgful tenancies. At a basic level, all wanted
participants that were quiet, clean, and respecfftihe property and neighbours. Almost all noteel t
importance of life-skills. More importantly, mangndlords commented on attributes of participants
they saw as leading to success, such as: havingsiéivp attitude, d'desire to make it work,"or
participants who recognize the opportunity offeaed have taken full advantage of it. Many landlords
note the importance of an active relationship vilie support worker. Others commented on the
importance of positive surroundings, good commuioa and building relationships between
participants, landlords, and service workers.

Most landlords said that they tried to treat At Hoparticipants the same, or better, than any other
tenant. Many stated that they had giVextra chances”to participants when there was a problem, with
one landlord remarking he waa bit lenient with them for some of the stuff... lneeawe knew they
were trying to settle dowhOther landlords stated that they were very stiih the rules in their
buildings.

There were sometimes differences in the way ppetitis were treated compared to other tenants. Of
note, are different conditions to rental agreemamtkiding forbidding alcohol or drugs on premises
and banning all visitors. One landlord stated thath rental clauses werased as a backupgiving a
landlord an easy way to evict any tenant. In addjtthere are differences inherent in being a gfatie
project: particularly, landlords did not get toesen tenants as they would normally; instead, laddlo
mostly took what the project sent them. As one lamidsaid, 1 wouldn't rent to them if it wasn't for
the program, they wouldn’t qualify for one of oyraatments.”
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(2) What's working less well from the perspective of ladlords

The initial positive feelings landlords held foetproject were, in some cases, eroded by chandhe to
delivery of the project: When it first started | found that the supports evaragnificent but as the case
load got heavier, they [the case workers] were agréhin it was a lot hardet Workers were seen to
be overwhelmed with increasing caseloads and,amibrds of one landlordlost control” and it was
felt by some that services declined rapidly overeti

All landlords recognized the delivery of services farticipants as the most important part of the
project. Success stories were attributed to gogepats and service workers; and three of the twelve
landlords reported the participant had receiveddgsgpports. However, four landlords felt that the
number of caseworker visits to the participant wessifficient, or that the participant did not haae
caseworker for extended periods. NiApin and Wi @¥ia were both singled out for this shortfall. This
viewpoint of landlords is partially supported by thidelity Reports.

A contributing problem was communication with thaseworkers / service arms. Four landlords
reported difficulty in contacting the caseworkerseftvice arms when problems occurred, and four
landlords mentioned not being informed of casewotiéenover or being unable to contact the service
arm because of staff turnover.

Landlords gave consistent reasons for evictions.hst common eviction reasons were: parties, noise
/ disruption, abuse of drugs / alcohol, filthy ssit heavily damaged suites, begging or aggressive
behaviour towards other tenants, solvent abusgeoidem visitors. Landlords commented the last two
on extensively. They saw that some participants imahy people staying with them. Landlords
recognized that sometimes it was participghtdping out their street buddies,6r when participants
are being taken advantage of by other people. Qfigtors are family who travelled from northern
First Nation communities. The 2011 Implementatia@p®t also identified this Aboriginal preference
for collective living arrangements as a challenge the project. For landlords, the problem is that
visitors stay in the suite or perhaps cause damagdete the lease stipulates just one tenant.

Solvent abuse is a serious issue for landlorde Bfvthe landlords interviewed had dealt with teésan
who were solvent abusers. These landlords statddstitvent abusers were consistently evicted, and
one landlord stated that every eviction they had dize to solvent use. Two stated that there was zer
tolerance for solvent use, from both landlords atiter tenants; and this is the policy for the latge
housing provider, Manitoba Housing. Landlords cdesisolvent use a health and safety risk for
everyone in the building due to the presence daimmfnable liquids, often while smoking. Landlords
also noted that zero tolerance is not discrimimatigainst At Home patrticipants, as anyone who has
inflammables in their apartment could be evictedlvént abuse was also identified as a challenge a
year ago. It is recognized that the service teamge hworked hard to develop solvent strategies
(especially ACT); however, landlords interviewedrgvaot aware of these solutions.

A common issue raised by landlords, was the adalgetd of bureaucracy that working with the project
entailed. Normally, a landlord deals only with ttemant when there is a problem. With At Home,
landlords had to contact caseworkers and/or howsiitigwait for them to address an issue, often in an
untimely manner. Problems typically occurred on keeels, when service teams were not available.
This situation was aggravated by poor communicati@mdlords saw the 24-hour emergency line as
ineffective, as messages were only taken and foeehrthe next business day, an inappropriate
response during an emergency. About half of theltads reported good responses by the service
teams to problems, half stated that when serven@genere contacted about a problem, nothing seemed
to happen or be resolved. The consensus amongtdsdlas that contact with the project needed to be
single-point, easy to useandsolution-oriented.
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The lack of life skills among project participantas another concern for landlords, especially among
those who were unsuccessful in their tenancy. Lafckfe-skills was seen to profoundly affect the
ability of a participant to maintain a tenancy sgsfully, because the lack of skills brought patints

into conflict with landlords or other tenants, asuwimetimes caused damages (e.g. not closing windows
resulting in frozen burst pipes). It was felt tliat these participants, the service teams were not
teaching the necessary life skills or providingqade case management and this resulted in a strong
feeling among some landlords that many of the gipdits are’not quite housing ready.” It is
recognized that the service teams do currentlyigeosome life skills training. The service teamseha
noted in their focus groups that they are movingdotay-term case-management, now that the initial
recruitment has passed, which will allow for maife-skills training. The lack of life-skills was ¢h
most common theme cited by landlords, but shouldl@eed in the context of the successes achieved at
the Site. The comments made were generally retetanhe failed tenancies.

Half of landlords felt the project lived up to expations, and half did not. Of the half who feldid

not; the failure of the project to live up to verbgreements was seen as one problem. Mentioned was
the termination of holding fees, slow or poor repaio damaged units, declining supports for
participants, and lack of assistance in evictingbfam participants. When a service was discontinued
landlords felt that they were lefh6lding the bagwhen having to deal with a problem tenant. Selvera
landlords also commented on the landlord roundsabled the education components (mental health
first aid, cultural awareness) which were deeméetéfe, but were unfortunately also discontinued.

A number of landlords had positive experiences W#nitoba Green Retrofit's (MGR) repairs to units,
but some found that the turnaround time was fardog, sometimes months. Because this affects the
ability of a landlord to re-rent a unit, there wten a loss for a landlord that minimizes the lienef
providing MGR’s services.

Many landlords spoke of, or alluded to, the prdgettability to recognize that landlords and thaest
tenants in a building also have rights, especialysome peace and quite, and to feel safe in their
home” Some tenants wereuhhappy to have unstable people moving The turmoil that problem
participants cause in a building and the hours tlists landlords was seen as detrimental. Many
landlords spoke of the lack of reciprocal rightsl @asponsibilities; that project participants wai
accepting the responsibilities inherent in beconaingnant.

(3) Landlord suggestions / learnings / affirmations:

Although landlords were critical of problems enctauiad, many had positive suggestions and learnings
that may be beneficial for moving forward. All ldadds felt that At Home is a positive program
providing advantages and opportunities to partiipaSeveral identified that participants without
addictions were the least trouble for them and weitkng to continue to rent to them. Manitoba
Housing noted that even unsuccessful tenancies wdearning experience, closely mirroring the
experience of the service teams,

“A failed tenancy is not all negative, its part o fourney, part of the learning experience. So it
didn’t work this time, but you had your own plageu saw what it felt like, you experienced it
all, and hopefully you take away something fromekgerience for the next tire.

Participation:

Several landlords brought up the problem laick of true participation by the participaritbecause
everything was given to them. Landlords felt thattigipants needed to have more initiative to lbette
themselves. This mirrors comments made during émeice team focus groups that suggest greater
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participant involvement in the finding of apartmemind furniture can result in greater ownership and
responsibility on the part of participants.

Winnipeg's Housing Market:

Several landlords noted that the market realitied/innipeg have resulted in participants being kdus
in problem communities. This was succinctly stasgesd “You're putting a vulnerable person in a
[dangerous] setting This problem has also been repeatedly identifigdhe service teams and in the
Fidelity Reports.

Communication:

Landlords also expressed a wish to be better irddrmbout the participants and the project. One
suggested,someone should be calling the landlords regulamygybe every couple weeks to check in
to see if there’s any isstidn addition, another suggestedyliat would be nice is a progress report
once a year or so, just to keep in totichhis may indicate how Site communication witmddords
could be improved.

Conclusions:

It is difficult to form a narrow conclusion on tesperiences of landlords because of the wide waoiet
opinions expressed. Clearly, some improvementsdctw@l made to the experiences of landlords,
especially around communication with the projed possibly with the need for life-skills trainingrf
some participants. The landlords interviewed wemerse to working with solvent abusers, but were
receptive to most others. Every single landlorérviewed commented on the positive aspects of the
project and the benefits to the participants. Wasked whether they would recommend the project to
other landlords, interviewees were divided. Fouvegan unqualified yes, four said no, and four
gualified their responses with conditions, suchitthere was more supports”

D. Issues regarding sustainability and the future of the project

(1) How sites address sustainability concerns of partijgants

Service teams report they have been instructedrnoranicate to participants that there probably will
be continued supports and continued subsidy withen service community, though possibly with
different agencies. Teams have made an effort tdda with participants on this, and have produced
an information flyer for participants, but misunskanding has been a problem. Some participants
believe that their involvement with the project vea®r at the 24-month mark regardless of the ptojec
future. Teams also report that there is a big &aong participants about the possible end of the re
top-up. Participants, of course, are worried thaytwill be on the street again within a year, #ndas
noted that some are already feeliiajenated” and expecting to b&abandoned” again. This has put
front-line staff in an awkward position, as theg arstructed only to say that the project is wagkam
sustainability, but have no real information orumasce to offer. Inconsistent or nonexistent measgag
from the national team was a source of frustraiwrthe service teams and Site leadership. These wa
also some concern for what this would mean forTthA& group: “The TAU group...got nothing and got
used. They hung on and answered questions andjtiteything”

(2) Sustainability concerns and strategies at the silevel

Sustainability concerns have also affected stadfnfentioned earlier, it has been difficult to fidlcant

postings for positions that are advertised as ghom (until March 2013). Site leadership is also
expecting increased staff turnover as staff ardieighe end of the project and move to other jobs.
Service teams, Site leadership and the QA team hliwvemarked on the difficulty some teams are
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having in maintaining positive messaging, and gmultant impact on the participants. Service teams
expressed frustration that the lack of informatensustainability is affecting their lives as w8laff
too, need to plan for the future.

Site leadership is addressing the need to havaraiplplace. The Site has completed case reviews
determining high, medium, and low needs participaRtanning has begun for these participants. Site
leadership suggests that there has been good fiodidaom the provincial government for ongoing
resources for housing and service, but it will ljkeot be configured the way it is now. There is
currently a big push to get everyone on the walilisigfor Manitoba Housing and the housing staff is
anticipating a large number of moves.

(3) Views about project legacy and lessons learned

All of the stakeholders interviewed offered an enous amount of information on lessons learned
about the project, its implementation, and futuirealions. Many felt that Winnipeg is unique; thiat
has a unique homeless population with unique ndealsmas, and addictions. These distinguishing
characteristics were felt to have effects on tloggat implementation.

The need for more realistic project planning wamakked on. It was suggested that the Site misjudged
its ability to house people, misjudged what it wbtdke to sustain people in housing, and to prevent
evictions. Many people suggested that the projaxd to do too much, too fast.

There is a need for programming for those that leen evicted from their first home. Service teams
and participants need to askyhat does the participant need to do to keep teehim prevent another
negative experience?’An increased emphasis on life-skills building is &xample of such
programming. One stakeholder commented that thpe tpf programming would be key to
sustainability.

The need for improved knowledge exchange betwerrnceeteams, housing teams, and participants
was commented on, as was need for improvementrofmmication between the project and landlords.
Some felt that teams were siloed within the Sitd #rat communication and cooperation could be
improved. Many felt that communication between ttaional team and the site could have been
improved, especially around sustainability. It ipected that in a project of this size and compyexi
such communication challenges are to be expecteat Jaid, communication between service groups
has improved substantially over the last year, 8itd leadership has remarked on the improved
cooperation and improved working dynamic.

Many people commented on the need for differene$ypf housingsingle housing for single people,
family housing for families, communal housing fanse, scattered sites for others. It was felt thlat a
are Housing First, and there may be a need to brotee definition ohousing, in Housing First.

Many people also commented on the need for battegiation with outside service agencies and
government departments. The Site has made gremtsefdb work with Child and Family Services and
El; but it was felt that more can be done, espcaannecting to Aboriginal organizations. Therereve
also reports of conflict with other service agenci# a Housing First participant went to another
organization, there were instances of service ti@eause Housing First was seen as having a huge
amount of money. Improved connections with othevise agencies may have helped. CFS, Manitoba
Housing and EI all have rules and procedures thtings work at cross-purposes to each other or to
the At Home project, to the detriment of participagcovery. There was also a significant need for
formal partnerships with professional psychiatriaffsto ensure proper diagnosis and medication,
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which was also seen as a profound barrier. It weeldeneficial for the project to ensure a seamless
interface with external bureaucracies and professio

We heard repeatedly that the project did not ftilike into account the affects of generations of
complex trauma on Aboriginal participants. Addregsiesidential schools, the sixties scoop, historic
endemic poverty on reserves, and multigeneratiabase was not planned or prepared for. As well, it
was felt that the timeline of the project is instifint for addressing these traumas. Of course, the
project was not specifically designed to addressdlissues; yet the majority of the participantthef
Winnipeg Site are Aboriginal, and many are of thpadicipants are facing these challenges. Service
teams made great efforts to address these issutesmgdin, more is needed.

The sentiments thatve missed the cultural pieter “we missed the difference between collective and
individual societieswere common in the interviews and focus groupankifelt that there is a need for
greater Aboriginal cultural awareness and cultaadiety. As part of this, there was felt to be adnfee
staff who could speak Cree and Ojibwe, as wellettebintegration with Aboriginal organizations and
acceptance of Aboriginal culture by, for instanbeilding in some accommodation for the extended
families of participants.

V Conclusion
Discussion: Crosscutting themes & lessons learned:

A hallmark of the Winnipeg Site isdaptation of the modelto work within the uniquely challenging
environment of Winnipeg. It is seen with the int@n of Aboriginal culture and needs into the
programming of all three service teams. Adaptaigoseen in the changes to housing protocol with the
use of congregate housing adapted to the HousmsgrRodel. Adaptation is seen in the development of
the service agencies, Manitoba Green Retrofit amasihg Plus, both innovations of the Winnipeg Site.
Adaptation speaks to thilexibility and theutility of the Housing First model.

Flowing from these adaptations, and another cheniatt of the Winnipeg Site, isapacity building
within the Site. There were initial challenges iaitay the participation of Aboriginal organizations
with the project; but this has led to greater coapen and knowledge exchange within the service
community. The development of MGR and Housing Plas resulted in agencies that are independent
and will last, regardless of project sustainahility addition, new knowledge, and techniques ofrhar
reduction and Housing First are becoming dissemahatithin the service community.

Site leadership felt that the public is growing maware about the prevalence of homelessnessc8ervi
agencies, the City, the Province, the Federal gouent, and the media have begun to take intenast, a

attitudes are changing for the better. Site ledmiersommented that there are the makings of a
“homeless network of some kirat’the Winnipeg Site.

Lastly, we heard over and over again that harm atgolu works, and that the At Home project is
working. One service staff saitl,don’t know how many times | have heard, “thanbuyfor treating
me like a humdhwhile another notedl've worked in programs for 25 years and helpedeii@y
programs in many cities and I've never seen a paogas successful as this dh€he projects success
can, and should, be measured by the 170 particpamd have moved successfully into housing.
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