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Overview
Individuals who have experienced human trafficking often struggle to find safe and secure housing (e.g.,
Owens et al., 2014). Providing individuals who have experienced trafficking immediate access to emergency,
transitional, and long-term housing is critical (U.S. Advisory Council on Human Trafficking, 2018) because
homelessness and lack of stable housing put individuals at risk of being trafficked (Polaris, 2015) or
experiencing other forms of interpersonal violence. The purpose of this environmental scan is to explore the
most well-known and relevant housing programs and practices, barriers to housing, outcomes of adults and
youth experiencing housing instability or homelessness who participated in housing programs, and solutions to
housing barriers. The National Action Plan to Combat Human Trafficking operationalized the implementation of
Executive Order 13903, Combating Human Trafficking and Online Exploitation, through Priority Action 2.6.2 to
increase access to shelters and safe housing (U.S. White House Office, 2020). Regional offices of the U.S.
Departments of Health and Human Services (HHS), Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and Labor, in
consultation with the U.S. Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime (OVC), are exploring the
development of a pilot collaboration in partnership with federally funded service providers to overcome current
challenges in connecting survivors of all forms of human trafficking to sustainable housing and meaningful
employment. Findings from this scan will be used to develop materials to share with the field (e.g., fact sheet,
brief) and inform any pilot sites that develop from this multiagency collaboration.

Method
The HHS National Human Trafficking Training and Technical Assistance Center (NHTTAC) examined the most
well-known and relevant housing programs via an environmental scan. The following questions guided this
review:
(1) What are the different types of housing programs, models, and initiatives for adults and youth experiencing
housing instability or homelessness? What are the components of housing programs, models, and
initiatives?
(2) What best, promising, or innovative practices are being used?
(3) What challenges and barriers did these programs, models, and initiatives experience? How did they
address those challenges and barriers?
(4) How are housing programs, models, and initiatives evaluated?
(5) What are the program outcomes?
NHTTAC conducted an environmental scan of employment programs using a five-step process:
NHTTAC’s Five-Step Approach to the Environmental Scan
1. Refined objectives for the environmental scan (housing programs, evaluations, challenges, and solutions)
with the HHS Office on Trafficking in Persons (OTIP)
2. Developed inclusion criteria for the most relevant sources to inform the scan: Documents published 2010 or
later in academic journals and on websites (e.g., reports), with a focus on randomized controlled trials,
outcome evaluations, and meta-analyses published 2015 and later
3. Finalized the most relevant data sources and search terms likely to address each of the scan objectives.
 Data sources: Online search engines, websites of appropriate governmental and national organizations
(e.g., .edu, .gov, .org), and research databases (e.g., EBSCO)
 Search terms: housing programs, best practices, innovative practices, evaluation, challenges, barriers,
solutions, human trafficking, intimate partner violence, domestic violence, youth housing, youth
homelessness, foster care, unaccompanied youth, and runaway and homeless youth
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NHTTAC’s Five-Step Approach to the Environmental Scan
4. Searched the data sources using the agreed-upon search terms and combinations, and then systematically
reviewed and coded documents identified through the search
5. Synthesized the relevant information by identifying key themes and patterns and compiling into userfriendly tables

Summary of Findings
1. WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF HOUSING PROGRAMS, MODELS, AND INITIATIVES FOR
ADULTS AND YOUTH EXPERIENCING HOUSING INSTABILITY OR HOMELESSNESS? WHAT ARE
THE COMPONENTS OF HOUSING PROGRAMS, MODELS, AND INITIATIVES?
Housing programs fall within a spectrum of housing interventions/models for individuals experiencing housing
instability or homelessness. Effective homeless response systems provide a range of housing options through
a coordinated or centralized system based on available resources and the needs of individuals, as shown in
the graphic below (U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2014).

Graphic Source: U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2014
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The following table defines types of housing programs, select housing grants and funding, and housing best practices. This list is not
exhaustive, but rather provides a description of the most well-known and relevant housing programs and practices that will be
discussed in this environmental scan.
Table 1: Housing Programs
Term

Definition
Emergency shelters aim to provide safety and temporary shelter, typically lasting around 30–60 days,
which can include homeless shelters, domestic violence shelters, and local motels (Klein, Chesworth,
Howland-Myers, Rizo, & Macy, 2021; Baker, Billhardt, Warren, Rollins, & Glass, 2010). Some shelters
specific for human trafficking survivors have emerged; however, they are not common, 1 and most are for
female sex trafficking survivors only (Freedom Network USA, 2020). Some homeless shelters require
individuals to check-in each night and leave in the morning, while others provide shelter for an extended
period of time. Sleeping arrangements can range from open shared spaces to private or shared
bedrooms. Shelter space is typically on a first-come, first-served basis; however, some anti-trafficking
programs have partnered with shelters to prioritize beds for survivors (Freedom Network USA, 2020).

Emergency Shelters

Some emergency shelters require unaccompanied youth under age 18 to obtain permission from a parent
or legal guardian to live independently and seek services. This requirement may prevent youth from
seeking emergency shelter. Many states recognized this challenge and enacted legislation allowing youth
to seek assistance from an emergency shelter. Legislation differs by state, but some examples include
implying consent for youth who (1) do not receive housing or financial support from a parent or guardian,
(2) are experiencing abuse or neglect, (3) have a letter from a service provider demonstrating need for
shelter, (4) are pregnant, (5) could be harmed if services are not provided, and/or (6) understand the
benefits and risks of services (SchoolHouse Connection, 2020). Although there are some exceptions,
most states require youth to be at least 16 years old to access emergency shelter (SchoolHouse
Connections, 2020). Federal initiatives like the Basic Center Program and Street Outreach Program
(described in the Grant Programs and Funding table below) focus on providing services to youth with
immediate housing needs. There are also a variety of youth-specific emergency shelters throughout the
United States, such as Promise House (serving youth ages 6 to 18 in Texas) (Promise House, n.d.) and
Sasha Bruce House (serving youth ages 11 to 17 in Washington, DC) (Sasha Bruce, n.d.).

1 In 2012, one study found 1,644 total beds for trafficking survivors (Polaris Project, 2012). In 2019, one study found 2,143 beds designated for survivors of
commercial sexual exploitation (Saint Francis Ministries, 2019).
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Term

Definition

Transitional
Housing (TH)

TH programs for adults and youth provide temporary housing, typically ranging from 6 months to 2 years,
along with supportive services. The goal is to provide interim support and supportive services to
individuals so they can gain financial stability in order to secure permanent housing (Freedom Network
USA, 2020). Some TH programs may include a “treatment first” approach that requires individuals to
remain sober and participate in treatment. Housing can include shared rooms, shared units, and individual
apartments.

Rapid Re-Housing
(RRH)

RRH programs for adults and youth provide quick, short-term rental assistance and supportive services to
individuals or families who are at risk of or currently experiencing homelessness. This may include
assistance with identifying housing, paying rent, moving, and case management. The goal is to keep the
individual or family housed until they obtain permanent housing (Klein et al., 2021; HUD, 2017).

Permanent Housing
Subsidies (PHS)

PHS programs provide long-term rental assistance/subsidies and supportive services to individuals and
families who experience repeated or long-term homelessness, as well as chronic physical or behavioral
health issues (Center for Evidence-based Solutions to Homelessness, n.d.). Rental subsidies (described
below) are a form of permanent supportive housing.
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Table 2: Rental Subsidies
Term

Definition
Overview: Section 8 rental assistance is a subsidy that reduces the cost of rent for low-income
households. There are two types of rental assistance: tenant-based and project-based (described below).
To receive the subsidy, the administering entity (e.g., a public housing authority (PHA), qualified nonprofit
organization, municipal governmental organization, private owners of HUD-insured and/or assisted
housing) evaluates whether the household’s adjusted monthly income (AMI) meets the income
requirements for the assistance. The voucher covers the difference between the cost of the actual rent
and the portion of the rent the tenant is required to pay (often 30% of their AMI, as well as a specified
amount to help pay for utilities, known as a utility allowance). Through the Foster Youth to Independence
Initiative, HUD provides vouchers to youth ages 18 to 24 who are eligible under the Family Unification
Program under Section 8 (see the Grant Programs and Funding table below for further information).

Section 8 Rental
Assistance

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Program: A PHA, HOME 2 Participating Jurisdiction, or Continuum of
Care funding recipient provides a tenant who meets specific income requirements with a voucher to help
pay for their rent and utilities. The tenant pays a percentage of their AMI directly to the landlord, while the
administering entity pays the landlord the amount of the voucher, equal to the difference between the
actual cost of the rent and the portion of the rent the tenant is required to pay. The owner of the rental unit
must agree to participate in the program and sign a contract with the PHA. The rental unit must pass an
inspection and approve the rent charged. This is a popular program because the tenant can use the
voucher in any venue where the landlord accepts a voucher, and the voucher stays with the tenant when
they move; this is referred to as “choice mobility.” When an individual “turns over” their housing voucher, it
becomes available for another person. The challenge is that many landlords will not accept housing
vouchers and there are often long waiting lists (often several months to years) for people who would like to
receive a housing voucher (HUD, n.d.-a, n.d.-b)
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the 2021 American Rescue Plan Act launched the Emergency
Housing Voucher (EHV) program to provide 70,000 vouchers to individuals including those leaving or
attempting to leave domestic and dating violence situations, sexual assault, stalking, and human
trafficking. PHAs must be partnered with Continuums of Care or victim service providers to administer
EHVs (Montgomery & Polen, 2021).

The HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) is a “federal block grant program that provides funding to states and localities to be used
exclusively for affordable housing activities to benefit low-income households” (Congressional Research Service, 2021a).

2
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Project-Based Rental Assistance Program: This program is governed by the HUD Office of Multifamily
Housing. A “project” is a building or set of buildings that are under one ownership structure and have one
mortgage; they can be owned by a PHA or by a private owner/developer. Most projects are on the same
parcel of land and either all or a percentage of the units are subsidized. The tenant must meet similar
income criteria as in tenant-based rental assistance, where they pay a set percentage of their AMI toward
the rent and the subsidy, which is provided directly to the landlord by the administering entity and covers
the difference between the tenant portion of the rent and the “contract” rent for the unit. Project-based
rental assistance stays with the unit or property, meaning that if the tenant moves out, they cannot use
that subsidy in another rental property (HUD, n.d.-a, n.d.-b).

Public Housing

8

Public housing is subsidized housing funded through HUD. Public housing is fully owned by a PHA (rather
than a private owner). Public housing is available for low-income families, elderly people, and persons with
disabilities. Income limits range from 50% to 80% of the median income for the county or metropolitan
area. Tenants pay no more than a specific percentage of their AMI toward rent, which can range from 10%
to 30%, or welfare rent (HUD, n.d.-c). Public housing has no debt and cannot be refinanced. PHAs can
“reposition” their public housing, which is a process of “evaluating what regulatory platform is best suited
for the PHA to meet the long-term affordable housing challenges in its specific community, considering the
needs of the residents, the condition of the real estate portfolio, and the objectives of the PHA and other
community leaders” (HUD, 2021a). The HUD Capital Fund Program offers annual funding to PHAs to
build, repair, renovate, or modernize their public housing properties (HUD, 2020).
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Table 3: Grant Programs and Funding
Program

U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development (HUD)
Continuum of Care
(CoC) Program

Description
In 1995, HUD implemented the CoC approach. This required communities (including large metropolis
cities, counties, and small population states) to submit a single application for homeless assistance
funding through a coordinated system referred to as a CoC to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
providing housing and services. The HEARTH Act of 2009 codified CoCs as the primary funding and
planning mechanism and consolidated three competitive homeless assistance grant programs (Supportive
Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Single Room Occupancy) into the CoC Program. The Act also required at
least 20% of funds to be put toward RRH and emergency homelessness prevention, and rewarded
communities with bonuses for achieving better outcomes, implementing best practices, protecting teenage
family members, and expanding eligibility. The CoC Program seeks to develop a system of local or
regional providers through the coordination and integration of community resources to provide strategic
planning in assisting homeless individuals and families through wraparound housing and support services.
The goal is for communities to coordinate homelessness assistance to provide long-term housing stability
for adult survivors of domestic violence, sexual assault, dating violence, stalking, and human trafficking 3;
and youth through TH and permanent housing to individuals and families. Program funds can be used
within five program components: (1) permanent housing, (2) TH, (3) supportive services, (4) establishing
and managing a CoC-wide coordinated entry system and managing a homeless management information
system, and, in some cases, (5) homelessness prevention.
Eligible grant applicants include nonprofit organizations, state and local governments, and public housing
agencies (for-profit entities are not eligible to apply for grants or be subrecipients of grant funding). The
CoC of providers develops a plan for how they will use HUD funding to address homelessness. An eligible
applicant is designated by the CoC to apply for grant funds. More than one applicant can apply for funds, if
designated as a collaborative applicant. In FY 2020, HUD awarded $2.5 billion in grant awards. The FY
2021 CoC grant competition also includes a $102 million domestic violence bonus for RRH, joint TH and
RRH, and coordinated entry projects serving survivors of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, stalking, or human trafficking (HUD, 2021b). There are approximately 400 CoCs across the
United States, which cover 97% of the U.S. population; most homeless individuals live within a CoC
jurisdiction (HUD, n.d.-d).

HUD’s 2021 CoC Notice of Funding Opportunity notes that “persons who are fleeing or attempting to flee human trafficking may qualify as
homeless under paragraph (4) of the homeless definition at 24 CFR 578.3; and, therefore, the individuals may be eligible for certain forms of
homeless assistance under the CoC Program, subject to other restrictions that may apply” (HUD, 2021b, p. 22).
3
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Program

Description
Emergency Solutions Grants Program: This program funds projects operated by local government
agencies and private nonprofit organizations to assist homeless individuals and families, and
subpopulations such as victims of domestic violence, youth, and people with mental illness. The program
funds the renovation, rehabilitation, or conversion of buildings for emergency shelter or TH. Recipients can
also use funds for shelter maintenance (e.g., operation, rent, utilities, food, furnishing), service provision
(e.g., employment, treatment, counseling, education), and homelessness prevention activities (e.g., rental,
eviction, or foreclosure assistance; utility payments; security deposits; tenant legal services) (HUD, n.d.-f).

Other HUD
Programs

Family Unification Program (FUP): This program supplies housing choice vouchers (HCV) to (1) families
who are either about to have a youth placed in out-of-home care or are not able to bring their youth home
from out-of-home care because they lack adequate housing and (2) youth who are between the ages of
18 and 24, have left or will leave foster care within 90 days, and are homeless or at high risk of being
homeless. Family HCVs have no time limit, while youth HCVs can be used for a maximum of 36 months
(HUD, n.d.-g). Youth may apply for a regular HCV after the 36-month FUP HCV has ended (HUD, 2019a).
To access the program, public child welfare agencies (PWCA) must refer families and youth to PHAs. The
PHAs determine whether the family or youth is eligible for the FUP and complete the process for obtaining
a HCV. Youth who are accepted into the FUP and receive a voucher must receive supportive services
from a PWCA (e.g., financial literacy, educational counseling, workforce development) (HUD, n.d.-g).
Foster Youth to Independence (FYI) Initiative: This program addresses challenges associated with the
FUP: (1) Funding for the FUP comes from an unpredictable funding stream and (2) administration of FUP
HCVs is limited to specific PHAs. The FYI Initiative funds vouchers through the Tenant Protection
Account, which is more flexible and allows all PHAs to administer vouchers to youth on demand (Action
Ohio, 2020). The FYI Initiative uses the same eligibility criteria as the FUP but issues a Tenant Protection
Voucher to youth (HUD, 2019b).
Youth Homelessness Demonstration Program (YHDP): This program provides funding to communities
to (1) develop and implement a coordinated response to youth homelessness; (2) promote the equitable
delivery of services; (3) evaluate the process, performance, and outcomes of the coordinated community
response; (4) increase community capacity for responding to youth homelessness; and (5) explore
methods for providing the most effective technical assistance to state and local systems that are
interested in implementing coordinated community responses to youth homelessness (HUD, 2021c). HUD
has funded 44 CoCs through the YHDP since 2015 and is currently evaluating the program with the 10
CoCs that received first-round funding 4 (Henderson et al., 2020).
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Program

Description

Tax Reform Act of
1986

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit: This credit provides state and local housing agencies with authority to
issue tax credits for the acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of rental housing for low-income
households (HUD, n.d.-e).

Office on Trafficking
in Persons (OTIP)
Programs

Office for Victims of
Crime (OVC)
Program

Office on Violence
Against Women
(OVW) Program

4

Domestic Victims of Human Trafficking Program: In FY 2021, this program funded 12 organizations to
provide trauma-informed, victim-centered, and strength-based comprehensive case management. It also
funds direct services and referrals, including short- and long-term housing, substance use and mental
health treatment, education and job training, and advocacy for domestic individuals who have experienced
trafficking. OTIP funded an additional six grantees to provide services, including housing, to Native
American survivors of trafficking under the Demonstration Grants to Strengthen the Response to Victims
of Human Trafficking in Native Communities Program (OTIP, 2019).
Trafficking Victim Assistance Program: In FY 2021, this program funded one organization with a
network of providers to offer nationwide trauma-informed, victim-centered, and strength-based
comprehensive case management. It also funds direct services and referrals, including short- and longterm housing, substance use and mental health treatment, education and job training, and advocacy for
foreign national adults and minors who have experienced trafficking (OTIP, 2019).
Housing Assistance Grants for Victims of Human Trafficking: In FY 2020, this program funded 73
organizations to provide 6–24 months of TH or short-term housing assistance for trafficking victims,
including assistance with rent, utilities, security deposits, and relocation costs. The grants also provide
funding for support needed to help victims locate permanent housing, secure employment, and obtain
occupational training and counseling (OVC, 2020).
Transitional Housing Assistance Grants for Victims of Domestic Violence, Dating Violence, Sexual
Assault and Stalking Program: In FY 2020, this program funded 80 organizations to provide TH, shortterm housing assistance, and voluntary support services (e.g., counseling; childcare; transportation; life
skills, educational, and/or job training) (OVW, 2019). Domestic violence TH programs tend to be less
restrictive than non-domestic violence focused TH programs that mandate individuals receive services
(Clark, Wood, & Sullivan, 2019).

Client outcomes not yet available.
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Program

Description
Title IV-B Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF): This program is enabled under the Social
Security Act, Title IV-B, Subpart 2, and administered by the ACF CB. PSSF funds U.S. states, territories,
and tribes to promote family reunification, prevent family separation, and improve the quality of services
children and families receive (ACF CB, 2021). States and tribes are required to provide family support
services (e.g., increasing safety, well-being, and stability of children and families), adoption promotion and
support services (e.g., encouraging and expediting adoption of children in the foster care system), family
preservation services (e.g., finding a permanent living arrangement, preventive services before placement,
parenting skills classes), and time-limited reunification services (e.g., counseling, substance use and
mental health treatment, peer support) (Capacity Building Center for States, 2016).

Administration for
Children and
Families (ACF)
Children’s Bureau
(CB) Programs

Title IV-E Foster Care Program: This program is enabled under the Social Security Act, Title IV-E, and
administered by the ACF CB. Funds are provided to U.S. states, tribes, and territories to assist with costs
associated with caring for youth in foster care (e.g., food, shelter, clothing, school supplies), managing the
program, and trainings (Congressional Research Service, 2019).
Family First Prevention Services Act: Title IV-E Prevention Services: States, tribes, and territories
currently operating Title IV-E programs can use Title IV-E funds to offer prevention programs and services
to parents, pregnant/parent foster care youth, and youth who are at high risk of entering foster care for a
maximum of 12 months (Casey Family Programs, 2019). These services include parenting skills and
substance use and mental health treatment services. Costs associated with administering the program
and providing training are also covered (Casey Family Programs, 2019).
John H. Chafee Foster Care Program for Successful Transition to Adulthood: This program is
enabled under the Social Security Act, Title IV-E, Section 477, and administered by the ACF CB. States,
tribes, and territories may use this funding to improve self-sufficiency among current and former foster
care youth ages 14 through 21 (or age 23 in extended foster care states). Support services include
assistance with education, career planning, mentoring, housing, and basic needs (Congressional
Research Service, 2021b).
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Program

Description
The Runaway and Homeless Youth Program funds private and public organizations to provide housing
services to unaccompanied homeless youth through the following programs (ACF FYSB, 2018):
 Basic Center Program: Community-based public and private agencies can apply for grants to provide
runaway and homeless youth up to age 18 with up to 21 days of shelter, aftercare upon leaving the
shelter, assistance with finding out-of-home placements or reunification with their families, assistance
with basic needs (e.g., food, clothing), physical and health care, education and employment assistance,
recreation programs, and outreach (ACF FYSB, 2020a).

ACF Family and
Youth Services
Bureau (FYSB)
Programs

 Transitional Living Program: Community-based public and private organizations can apply for grants
to offer housing and coordinated service to youth ages 16 to 21 who are unable to live safely with family.
Options for housing include group homes, maternity group homes, scattered-site apartments supervised
by adults, and family homes for up to 540 days (or longer for youth who are turning 18). Grantees also
offer direct services or referrals for services to help improve youth self-sufficiency using a positive youth
development (PYD) framework 5 and trauma-informed care approach. Types of services include service
coordination across multiple agencies, developing a supervised plan for transitioning to independent
living, and programs associated with successful independent living (e.g., money management,
parenting, life skills, education, job attainment, emergency preparedness) (ACF FYSB, 2020b).
 Maternity Group Home Program: This program falls under the Transitional Living Program, with a
specific focus on youth who are pregnant or have children. Eligibility and services are the same as the
Transitional Living Program (see above) (ACF FYSB, 2020c).
 Street Outreach Program: This program funds organizations to provide street-based services to

runaway and homeless youth who are younger than 21 and at risk of or exposed to trafficking, sexual
exploitation or abuse, or prostitution. Services include emergency shelter, crisis intervention, follow-up
support, prevention, and education activities (e.g., substance use, exploitation, sexually transmitted
infections), survival aid, treatment and counseling, and referrals. These services are provided using a
PYD framework and trauma-informed care approach (ACF FYSB, 2020d).

“PYD is an intentional, prosocial approach that engages youth within their communities, schools, organizations, peer groups, and families in a
manner that is productive and constructive; recognizes, utilizes, and enhances young people’s strengths; and promotes positive outcomes for
young people by providing opportunities, fostering positive relationships, and furnishing the support needed to build on their leadership strengths”
(Interagency Working Group on Youth Programs, n.d.).
5
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Program

Description

ACF Office for
Refugee
Resettlement (ORR)
Programs

Unaccompanied Children Program: This program takes custody of and provides wraparound services
for youth who do not have lawful U.S. immigration status, are under the age of 18, and have no U.S. legal
guardian. Services include emergency intake to meet the basic needs of the child (e.g., shelter, safety,
food, legal services), placement with a sponsor (e.g., parent, legal guardian, relative, non-family member),
physical and mental health, case management, and education (ACF Press Office, 2021).
Unaccompanied Refugee Minors Program: This program provides a variety of services to youth who
are victims of trafficking, refugees, asylees, U-Status recipients, Cuban or Haitian entrants, or certain
minors with special immigrant juvenile status. Services include financial support for basic needs (e.g.,
housing, food, clothing), out-of-home placement, safety planning, physical and mental health care,
education, job training and career development, language training and cultural integration, ethnic and
religious heritage preservation, case management, and reunification with a parent or relative (ACF ORR,
2021).
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Table 4: Housing Best Practices
Best Practice

Description

Housing First

Many researchers, practitioners, and policymakers (including at HUD and the U.S. Interagency Council on
Homelessness) consider the Housing First approach a best practice for assisting individuals or families
who are at risk of or currently experiencing homelessness (e.g., National Alliance to End Homelessness,
2016). This approach is guided by the philosophy that individuals and families need shelter before they
can begin to address other challenges that may have led to homelessness (e.g., unemployment, physical
or mental health issues, substance use). Individuals are given a choice in selecting the type of housing
and whether they want to receive supportive services (Klein et al., 2021). The following are key features of
a Housing First program (Watson, Wagner, & Rivers, 2013): (1) Direct or nearly direct placement into
housing, (2) No requirement to participate in supportive services or “good behavior” prerequisite, (3) An
assertive community outreach approach to engage individuals, (4) A harm-reduction approach to
substance use, and (5) Provision of housing and services if individuals leave and return.
The Housing First approach has been adapted for youth to address distinct differences between youth and
adult experiences with homelessness. The Housing First for Youth approach includes the following
principles (Gaetz, Walter, & Story, 2021): (1) “A right to housing with no preconditions”, (2) “Youth choice,
youth voice, and self-determination”, (3) “Positive youth development and wellness orientation”, (4)
“Individualized and client-drive supports with no time limits”, and (5) “Social inclusion and community
integration”.

Youth Housing First

15

Housing First for Youth incorporates additional supports that recognize developmental differences
between youth and adults, as well as different needs associated with the transition to independence and
self-sufficiency. These additional supports include (Gaetz et al., 2021):
(1) Housing: For example, finding and retaining housing, preventing future homelessness, and providing
financial assistance for rent and other basic needs.
(2) Health: For example, physical and mental health care, improved personal safety and food security,
avoiding future exploitation, promoting healthy sexuality, and engaging in harm reduction.
(3) Income and Education: For example, education, employment, training.
(4) Quality of Life and Community Integration: For example, life skills training, mentoring, selfadvocacy, navigating systems, peer support, parenting skills, and legal services.
(5) Social Inclusion: For example, developing positive relationships, engaging with the community,
forming support networks, and reconnecting with cultural traditions.
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Best Practice

Description

Domestic Violence
Housing First
(DVHF)

The DVHF approach adapts a Housing First approach for survivors of domestic violence, but adds four
additional components (Mbilinyi, 2015; Sullivan & Olson, 2017) 6:
(1) Survivor-Driven Mobile Advocacy: Addresses needs the individual identifies (rather than needs an
organization believes the survivor needs). Service providers meet individual in a place the survivor
identifies as safe and convenient, focus on safety planning, and provide services as long as the
survivor needs them.
(2) Flexible Engagement: A survivor and their advocate determine the services and funding that are
needed to attain housing stability. Provides flexible advocacy and flexible funding to meet all of the
survivor’s needs (not just housing). Examples include paying security deposits, temporary rental
assistance, past due rent and fixing bad credit (which may have been caused by an abuser), utilities,
car repairs (e.g., to travel to work), prior conviction expungement, and childcare. This component is
critical for stabilizing the survivor. Flexible engagement is not linear; survivors may require more or
less assistance at any given time to retain housing.
(3) Trauma-Informed Practice: “These practices include (1) establishing emotional safety, (2) restoring
choice and control, (3) facilitating survivors’ connections to community support, (4) supporting coping,
(5) responding to identity and context, and (6) building strengths” (Sullivan & Olson, 2017, p. 188).
(4) Community Engagement: Service providers establish connections with community members who
can support survivors’ needs, including landlords and agencies that provide housing vouchers.

NHTTAC was unable to find a DVHF approach adapted for youth.
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2. WHAT BEST, PROMISING, OR INNOVATIVE PRACTICES ARE BEING USED?
This scan highlighted several prominent programs and approaches to address the housing needs of individuals who experience
homelessness. A summary of promising or innovative practices that may help individuals who experience trafficking and
homelessness is presented in the table below. Overall, research and evaluation on interventions to prevent and address youth
homelessness are lacking. Existing studies tend to be less rigorous, have small sample sizes, lack follow-up, and focus on
counseling or treatment (Morton, Kugley, Epstein, & Farrell, 2020).
Table 5: Implications for Housing Best Practices for Survivors of Intimate Partner Violence and Human Trafficking
Practice

Transitional Housing
(TH)
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Implication
 TH programs are more expensive than PHS and RRH interventions because they spend more on
supportive services. Despite the focus on supportive services, families tend to experience better wellbeing and self-sufficiency outcomes when they receive RRH and PHS (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016).
 Families tend to prefer PHS programs compared to RRH and TH programs. This may be due to TH
programs having strict eligibility criteria, fixed locations that are considered inconvenient or bad
neighborhoods, relatively short stays (Gubits et al., 2015), and requirements for families to move to
another home after the program ends (Berman, 2016).
 Families with more severe housing and psychosocial challenges tend to experience more positive wellbeing outcomes (including reduced intimate partner violence) when placed in TH (Gubits et al., 2016).
 Providers should carefully screen survivors of intimate partner violence or trafficking and discuss their
preferences. For example, families in the Family Options Study preferred TH the least (Gubits et al.,
2015). However, another study found that survivors of intimate partner violence preferred TH if they
were very concerned about their physical safety and wanted more access to supportive services.
They appreciated the high level of security that domestic violence TH programs provided as they
were exiting an abusive situation (Clark et al., 2019).
 Research and evaluation on youth outcomes associated with TH and transitional living are limited,
but some studies show that youth maintain stable housing at follow up in both programs (LenzRashid, 2018; Jacobs Valentine et al., 2015).
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Practice

Implication

Rapid-Rehousing
(RRH)

 Rigorous randomized controlled trials found that RRH is a cost-effective housing intervention that
leads to positive outcomes. Some outcomes are equal to TH (e.g., faster exits from shelter than
usual care (UC), increased housing stability and employment rate) and some are better than TH
(e.g., less psychological distress and substance use; improved time worked, annual income, food
security) (e.g., Gubits et al., 2016).
 RRH costs less than UC, TH, and PHS (e.g., Gubits et al., 2015, 2016).
 Survivors of intimate partner violence who are less concerned about their physical safety often prefer
RRH to TH because it allows them to choose a home in their preferred location, have less security
and more freedom, and avoid relocating at the end of the program (Clark et al., 2019).

Permanent Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

 Rigorous randomized controlled trials found that PHS programs lead to the best outcomes for
families experiencing or at risk of homelessness, including families who experienced intimate partner
violence. This includes shorter shelter stays, less moves, the highest rate of independent living, and
fewer school moves for children than any other program; fewer child separations, less psychological
distress and substance use problems, and improved food security compared to UC and TH programs
(e.g., Gubits et al., 2015, 2016). PHS participants tended to have more money for food, school
supplies, clothing, and dinners out (Mills et al., 2006).
 Homelessness is an issue of affordability. Most families do not need specialized homeless-specific
psychosocial services to overcome homelessness. PHS programs reduce shelter stays and improve
outcomes associated with well-being and self-sufficiency without providing additional supportive
services. This indicates that families simply need stable housing to achieve other positive outcomes
and goals (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016; McInnis, Gubits, Rodriguez, Brown, & Wood, 2020).
 Other studies that are less rigorous but still important have also found that individuals who have
experienced intimate partner violence benefit from PHS programs, including through increased
housing stability (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013; Mbilinyi, 2015; Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al, 2020).
 PHS programs cost more, but that is because the subsidies are provided for much longer than other
housing interventions. Extended use of PHS provided evidence that families were able to comply with
the subsidy and landlord requirements (Gubits et al., 2016).
 PHS programs have the least barriers compared to the other housing interventions; however,
housing providers must focus on not screening out families on the basis of domestic violence history,
substance use, or lack of income or employment (Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al., 2020).
 PHS programs were associated with more positive well-being outcomes for families with fewer
housing and psychosocial challenges (Gubits et al., 2016).
 All PHA-administered PHS funds have eligibility criteria, but research shows PHS programs excluded
fewer families due to eligibility criteria compared to TH and RRH programs (Gubits et al., 2015).
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Table 6: Promising Practices and Innovative Practices
Practice

Domestic Violence
Housing First (DVHF)
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Implication
 Although researchers have only recently begun to evaluate DVHF, several studies show improved
outcomes for survivors of domestic violence who participate in the program (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013;
Mbilinyi, 2015; López-Zerón, Clements, & Sullivan, 2019; Sullivan, Bomsta, & Hacskaylo, 2016).
DVHF programs provide TH, RRH, and PHS, through which survivors experience the same outcomes
described above. It is important to highlight the following two pillars of the DVHF approach based on
findings from these studies, because they differentiate DVHF from other programs:
 Flexible Financial Assistance (FFA)
o FFA is a critical component of the DVHF model because it helps survivors pay for a variety of
needs associated with obtaining or maintaining housing. This goes beyond rental assistance,
including but not limited to security deposits, application fees, utilities, overdue bills, transportation,
childcare or children’s expenses, and food.
o FFA is survivor-centered because it allows the survivor to choose how funds can best be used to
meet their needs.
o Survivors can ask for a little or a lot of help and receive multiple disbursements over time as
needed.
o Survivors can use FFA to stay in their current home or find new housing. Sometimes staying in
their current home is as simple as paying overdue bills. This provides an opportunity for preventing
homelessness as well as responding to homelessness.
 Community Engagement
o Conducting outreach to landlords is very important and can lead to increased options for housing.
Many landlords are initially unwilling to rent to survivors of crime, but several studies have shown
that service providers can form partnerships with landlords after providing more information on
intimate partner violence and trafficking, the benefits of renting to survivors, and the ways that the
program will ensure that rent is paid on time (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013; Sullivan & Olsen, 2017;
Thomas, Goodman, & Putnins, 2015).

Housing Programs for Individuals Experiencing Housing Instability or Homelessness Environmental Scan: Outline of Findings
Practice

Safe Shelter
Collaborative

Host Homes for Youth
Experiencing
Homelessness
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Implication
 This is a promising and innovative practice for quickly connecting individuals who have experienced
trafficking and other types of victimization to a large network of service providers and private donors
across the United States who can help provide shelter (Safe Shelter Collaborative, n.d.-a).
 How it works (Safe Shelter Collaborative, n.d.-b):
o A survivor reaches out to a provider for shelter.
o Organizations use the free Safe Night App to send an alert to all participating agencies in a region
requesting survivor-appropriate shelter.
 A case manager completes a short intake form (questions gathering non-identifying information:
age, gender identity, accompanying children, history of violent aggression or self-harming
behaviors, mental health, current substance use, languages, type of trafficking/violence
experienced, physical disability or special considerations).
 Based on the intake forms, agencies in the region reply (typically within 5 minutes) that they do or
do not have shelter space available. Case managers then have a shortlist of agencies to contact.
o Non-organizational supporters are also alerted that a survivor needs shelter. These donors can
provide a tax-deductible donation for shelter through the app (i.e., crowdfunding).
 Impact between 2014 and July 1, 2021 (Safe Shelter Collaborative, n.d.-a):
o 2,250 supporters who could potentially fund emergency shelter
o 877 donations totaling $56,665
o 175 participating agencies in 18 states
o 1,508 placements out of 2,911 requests
 This is a promising practice for providing housing stability and connecting youth to multidisciplinary
services in a community-based environment (Abt Associates, Corporation for Supportive Housing, &
Technical Assistance Collaborative, 2016). The arrangement offers housing, food, and services to
homeless youth through a collaboration between a community volunteer (the host) and a service
provider to youth who join the program voluntarily. Youth elect to be placed into the program.
 Hosts are screened and trained prior to hosting youth in their homes and youth provide input to their
case manager prior to being matched with a home.
 Hosts can receive financial compensation to support youth or offset the loss of income from the
inability to rent out the space in their home.
 Service providers offer individualized, youth-driven case management services.
 Host homes may be used for short-term or emergency care to keep youth in their communities.
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3. WHAT CHALLENGES AND BARRIERS DID THESE PROGRAMS, MODELS, AND INITIATIVES EXPERIENCE? HOW DID
THEY ADDRESS THOSE CHALLENGES AND BARRIERS?
Researchers have identified several challenges and potential solutions associated with housing models and barriers to housing
survivors of human trafficking experience. A summary of those challenges and potential solutions is provided in the table below.
Challenge

Potential Solutions

Lack of Affordable Housing
 Affordable housing options are limited, and there is
typically more demand than supply (Shoag, 2019;
Mbilinyi, 2015). Individuals and families are often
limited to 30–60 days in an emergency shelter but
often wait at least 6 months to obtain safe permanent
housing (National Network to End Domestic Violence,
2017).
 Even with a housing choice voucher (i.e., PHS), many
adult and youth survivors cannot afford security
deposits, application fees, and first/last month’s rent
(Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al., 2020).
 Many youth who are homeless or at risk of
homelessness lack the education, employment, and
income necessary to maintain safe and stable housing
(Dworsky, Dillman, Dion, Coffee-Borden, & Rosenau,
2012).

Provide More Affordable Housing and Flexible
Financial Assistance (FFA)
 Although not easily or quickly attainable, the key is to
make more affordable housing available. Current
housing models will always be limited in their success
until the supply can meet the demand (Sullivan &
Olson, 2017; Thomas, Ward-Lasher, Kappas, &
Messing, 2021).
 Provide flexible financial funding to meet housing
needs in addition to rental assistance for survivors
(Sullivan et al., 2016) and youth (HUD, n.d.-h).
 Form partnerships between child welfare agencies,
housing service providers, and homelessness
organizations to support youth who are homeless or at
risk of homelessness and coordinate funding to
maximize impact and flexibility (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2018).

Lack of Safe Shelter Options for Survivors
 There is limited space at emergency shelters for
survivors of domestic violence (Gezinski & GonzalezPons, 2019).
 Funding greatly impacts who can be admitted to
shelters and how long survivors can stay (Gezinski &
Gonzalez-Pons, 2019).
 It is difficult for survivors to find housing that is safe
and within their budget, especially while they are also
in crisis. The process is complicated and time
consuming (Sullivan, 2017).

Collaborate With Other Service Providers and
Provide Mobile Advocacy
 Develop more initiatives like the Safe Shelter
Collaborative, where providers work together and
share resources (Safe Shelter Collaborative, n.d.-b).
 Engage in more mobile advocacy, which allows
survivors to meet with service providers at a place they
choose and be accompanied when looking for housing
or going to other appointments. Mobile advocacy helps
survivors obtain housing and other supports, as well as
improve their quality of life and safety (Sullivan, 2017).
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Highly Individualized Needs
 Some survivors need emergency shelter to escape an
abusive partner (Sullivan et al., 2016). Others prefer to
avoid emergency shelter because shelters are far from
their support networks, work, and schools; unfamiliar,
and restrictive, as well as overwhelming because they
house families who are in crisis (Baker et al., 2010;
Glenn & Goodman, 2015; Sullivan et al., 2016).
 Youth experience additional needs associated with
brain development, learning, and engagement with the
child welfare system. For example, youth are still
undergoing cognitive and psychosocial development
that affects decision making and the ability to
understand long-term consequences of their decisions.
Stress can have a major impact on a youth’s mental
health, ability to process emotions, learning, and
memory. Youth experiencing homelessness also do
not have a safety net or supportive space to gradually
learn how to transition into adulthood, live
independently, and maintain housing. Youth aging out
of foster care lose access to the array of available child
welfare system services (Fowler et al., 2017; Covenant
House International et al., 2021).
 Youth need a wide variety of complex, supportive, and
long-term services to meet their needs (Covenant
House International et al., 2021).
 It is difficult to apply survivor-centered practices that
empower the individual to choose options that best
meet their needs; goals and priorities are often
impeded by threats to safety and stability (e.g., finding
great housing but it is far from their support network)
(Messing et al., 2021; Sullivan et al., 2018).
 Advocates often work with survivors several hours per
week for several weeks or even years (Sullivan, 2017).

Conduct Screenings and Carry Lower Case Loads
 Screen and triage needs of individuals to determine
level of assistance (e.g., short-term or occasional
assistance versus long-term intensive assistance)
(Messing et al., 2021).
 Listen to the survivor. Explore multiple housing
interventions rather than apply a one-size-fits-all
approach (Messing et al., 2021).
 Use trauma-informed, PYD, and strength-based
approaches that empower youth while providing the
structure and information they need to make informed
decisions, build confidence, improve life and
communication skills, and increase resilience for
maintaining safe housing (Gaetz et al., 2021; HUD,
n.d.-h; National Alliance to End Homelessness,
2015a). For example, discuss housing priorities, lease
requirements, tenant rights, budgeting, and items
needed for independent living (e.g., furniture, cooking
utensils) (HUD, n.d.-h).
 Tailor approaches and housing programs to the
appropriate developmental stage for youth. “Create an
environment in which failure does not create a housing
crisis, but an opportunity to learn and/or be mentored”
(Covenant House International et al., 2021, p. 28).
 Given the major time commitment to each individual,
advocates should work with fewer individuals to be
successful in meeting their short- and long-term needs
(Sullivan, 2017).
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Working With Landlords
Some landlords do the following:
 Do not rent to survivors with a history of eviction,
substance use (Gezinski & Gonzalez-Pons, 2019;
Mbilinyi, 2015), bad credit, and criminal activity and/or
who require Violence Against Women Act lease
addendums (National Alliance on Safe Housing, 2020).
 Cannot legally rent to youth under a certain age (varies
by state) (Dworsky et al., 2012).
 Will not rent to youth who are legally able to sign a
lease because they lack credit, employment, and/or
rental history (Child Welfare Information Gateway,
2018).
 Require an adult to co-sign a lease for youth (Dworsky
et al., 2012).
 Evict or threaten to evict individuals for incidents
associated with their victimization (e.g., police activity,
property damage) or if the victim reports concerns
about the habitability of their housing (National Alliance
on Safe Housing, 2020).
 Delay or do not respond to emergency transfer
requests for survivors (National Alliance on Safe
Housing, 2020).
 Will not accept housing vouchers (Daniel, 2010).
 Require additional background and credit checks,
which sometimes cause creditors to ask the survivor
about their abusive partner. This threatens the safety
of the survivor (Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al.,
2020).

Build Strong Relationships With Landlords
Educate and develop strong collaborations with
landlords willing to make accommodations for survivors
(Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013). For example:
 Have housing coordinators communicate directly with
landlords (Sullivan & Olsen, 2017) to describe the
program, provide information about victimization, and
dispel myths (Thomas et al., 2015).
 Establish relationships between youth case managers
and landlords. Consider sharing contact information for
youth case managers to help settle disputes and calling
landlords to find out whether youth paid their rent on
time. Organizations can also co-sign leases for youth,
as well as use three-party or sub-leases (HUD, n.d.-h).
 Host community events to foster relationships with
landlords (Sullivan & Olsen, 2017).
 Explore a short rental period while the individual
receives financial assistance and other services, like a
9-month lease (Thomas et al., 2015).
 Offer landlords who rent to youth higher security
deposits and other incentives (HUD, n.d.-h).
 Help draft roommate agreements for youth living in
shared housing. This can help minimize common
conflicts and stressful living situations (e.g., visitors,
use of space, noise, chores) (HUD, n.d.-h).
 Share success stories from landlords who have agreed
to rent to survivors (Thomas et al., 2015) or youth.
 Develop policies that provide incentives to and protect
the interests of landlords who rent to survivors
(Thomas et al., 2021) or youth.
 Explore opportunities for youth to build rental history
and the skills needed for independent living, like renting
a bedroom from within a private home (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2018).
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Lack of Understanding and Implementation of
Protections Under the Violence Against Women Act
of 1994 (VAWA)
Many providers are not aware of or do not understand
VAWA housing protections. As a result, survivors may
be asked for documentation that violates their VAWA
protections and threatens their safety (e.g., requiring
survivors to apply for a formal separation from their
partner or obtain a signed letter from their abusive
partner stating they were separated) (Thomas et al.,
2020).
 VAWA is not being implemented in the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit, which leads to “uneven
implementation” of VAWA housing protections at the
state level (National Alliance on Safe Housing, 2020).
 Many landlords are not aware that VAWA housing
protections are in effect (National Alliance on Safe
Housing, 2020).

Provide More Training, Technical Assistance, and
Resources
 Provide training and technical assistance on how to (1)
best assist individuals who have experienced
victimization, (2) collaborate with victim-serving and
housing organizations, and (3) enforce VAWA and
other housing protections (National Alliance on Safe
Housing, 2020; Thomas et al., 2020).
 Develop new toolkits and resources (e.g., on specific
housing issues, for specific jurisdictions, funding for
adults and youth).
 Raise awareness of and continuously update existing
toolkits and resources. For example:
 HHS OTIP's Housing and Economic Mobility Toolkit
 HHS OTIP’s Innovative Solutions to Expand
Housing Options for Survivors of Human Trafficking
 Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence:
Addressing Discriminatory Housing Barriers for
Victims of Domestic Violence: A Toolkit for
Advocates.
 Provide stronger oversight of housing providers to
ensure compliance with VAWA and ensure consistent
enforcement of VAWA protections (National Alliance
on Safe Housing, 2020).
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Restrictive Eligibility and Screening Requirements
 Strict eligibility requirements make it difficult to access
housing programs, including citizenship or legal status
documentation; history of substance use, criminal
history, evictions, bad credit, or past due bills; residency
restrictions; family composition (e.g., number, age,
gender); mandatory participation in support services;
and income and employment thresholds (Gubits et al.,
2015; Mbilinyi, 2015).
 Housing screening tools like the Vulnerability Index –
Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VISPDAT) often fail to accurately assess vulnerability of
and risk factors specific to survivors of crime. Inaccurate
assessments can lead to survivors of crime not being
prioritized for housing (McCauley & Reid, 2020).
 Survivors often struggle to collect necessary
documentation for housing programs because they fled
abusive situations (e.g., birth certificate, social security
card) (Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al., 2020).
 The application process takes so long that some
survivors have to move, and then service providers lose
track of them and they do not complete the application
(Messing et al., 2021; Thomas et al., 2020).
 Youth experience additional challenges, such as not
meeting the minimum age to sign a lease or access
emergency shelter, lack of rental/credit history, lack of
skills needed to live independently, and few social
supports (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2018;
Covenant House International et al., 2021).
 Many youth also may not meet federal definitions of
homelessness required for receiving housing services
or meet federal definitions but are given lower priority
(e.g., considered lower risk for sleeping in a motel or
couch surfing) (National Network for Youth, 2019).

Screen, Advocate, and Brainstorm
 Carefully assess survivors’ needs to find the best
housing program fit.
 Advocate for survivor’s VAWA protections.
 Collaborate with and educate PHAs and landlords to
lessen the burden of restrictive eligibility criteria.
 Use FFA to address needs that are not covered under
programs with restrictive eligibility requirements. FFA
allows advocates to provide additional assistance to
survivors that is typically restricted through normal
funding streams and individualized services tailored to
meet the needs of survivors. The survivor-driven
advocacy of the DVHF model allowed advocates to
assist survivors but gave them choice and personal
agency, which fostered self-sufficiency and
empowerment to focus on other non-housing goals
(Mbilinyi and Kreiter, 2013).
 Encourage states to enact legislation that allows youth
to access emergency shelters (e.g., removing barriers
associated with age of consent and obtaining
permission from parent/guardian) (Covenant House
International et al., 2021).
 Raise awareness of federal, state, and local programs
that assist youth who are ineligible for emergency
shelter and housing programs.
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Inconsistent Definitions of Homelessness
 HHS, HUD, and the U.S. Department of Education
each define homelessness differently.
 These definitions primarily differ based on how youth
safety is conceptualized (e.g., whether the youth is
considered safe because they live in an environment
that is considered “habitable” vs. whether the youth is
safe within a “habitable” environment), as well as how
to treat youth who are housed in an unstable situation
(e.g., couch surfing, living in a motel).
 Youth who are living in a technically habitable
environment, a motel, or temporarily on friends’
couches are often considered low risk and not
prioritized for funding, even if they need housing
assistance (National Network for Youth, 2019).

Align Definitions
 Consider aligning federal definitions of homelessness,
integrating the differences between youth and adult
experiences with homelessness, and making federal
eligibility criteria less restrictive so more youth who are
currently homeless or at risk of homelessness can
receive housing assistance (National Network for
Youth, 2019).

Flexible Funding
 There is a lack of clarity about which funds are
allowable under specific funding streams. Federal
funding is more restrictive than private funding and has
more unallowable expenses (López-Zerón et al., 2019;
Sullivan & Olsen, 2017).
 There is confusion over whether to give funds directly
to survivors or landlords. Giving funds to landlords
requires a tax form, which many landlords are unwilling
to fill out. Providers are often unsure if they will be
reimbursed if they give funds directly to survivors, and
whether the funds would count against other benefits
the individual receives (e.g., Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families) (Sullivan & Olsen, 2017).

Develop Detailed Resources and Diversify Funding
Streams
 Give service providers detailed resources explaining
which expenses are allowable and unallowable under
different funding streams (Gatens, 2019).
 Seek more private funding, which allows agencies to
support expenses that are frequently unallowable
under federal funding streams but still contribute to
housing stability for survivors (López-Zerón et al.,
2019; Sullivan et al., 2016).
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Challenge

Potential Solutions

Definition of Success for Survivors
 Service providers often define success differently than
both their program and the individuals they serve
(Thomas et al., 2021).
 For example, survivors may define success as
improved social connection and achievement of
goals, while service providers may define success
as improved survivor agency (Melbin, Jordan, &
Smyth, 2014).
 Some definitions of success may not be attainable
in the projected timeframe (e.g., becoming selfsufficient) (Thomas et al., 2021).
 Providers may believe that youth need a lot of
structure and rules to be successful (e.g.,
mandatory support services and meetings, curfews,
testing for substance use). Many youth are not able
or not willing to accept housing with a lot of structure
and rules (National Alliance to End Homelessness,
2015a).

Develop Survivor- and Youth-Informed Definitions of
Success.
 Use survivor-driven trauma-informed advocacy. This
shows respect to and empowers survivors to choose
options that best meet their needs and definitions of
success (López-Zerón et al., 2019).
 Provide clear definitions of success based on the
organizational philosophy and program, as well as how
the individual defines their personal success (Correia &
Melbin, 2005; Thomas et al., 2021).
 Include the milestones that help survivors maintain
housing and stability in the long-term (e.g., meeting
goals, achieving financial self-sufficiency, building
strong interpersonal connections, increasing
awareness of victimization, engaging in safety
planning, finding employment), as success is not
limited to finding housing (Thomas et al., 2021).
 Offer youth housing options in the “least restrictive
environment” so youth can learn and exercise
autonomy (National Alliance to End Homelessness,
2015a).
 Broaden definitions of “permanent” housing for youth.
It is common, age appropriate, and sometimes healthy
for youth to move more frequently than adults (e.g.,
move to a new apartment after a lease ends, switch
roommates, move back in with family) (Covenant
House International et al., 2021; National Alliance to
End Homelessness, 2015b).
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4. HOW ARE HOUSING PROGRAMS, MODELS, AND INITIATIVES EVALUATED?
Housing programs have been extensively researched for several decades. To maximize resources, NHTTAC searched for
randomized controlled trials, outcome evaluations, and meta-analyses conducted between 2015 and 2021 of the following dominant
housing approaches and models: Housing First, Domestic Violence Housing First (DVHF), Permanent Housing Subsidies (PHS),
Rapid Re-Housing (RRH), Transitional Housing (TH), and youth models. A randomized controlled trial is the most rigorous research
methodology that reduces bias and examines the cause and effect between an intervention and outcomes. An outcome evaluation
assesses whether a program or intervention succeeded in producing the intended result. A meta-analysis is a systematic method of
summarizing findings from multiple rigorous studies on a specific topic. There are several benefits of focusing the scan on metaanalyses. The researchers must (1) identify the majority of studies conducted on a specific topic (e.g., Housing First), (2) develop
strict inclusion and exclusion criteria to ensure that only the most rigorous studies are assessed (e.g., randomized controlled trials),
and (3) estimate and draw conclusions about the effects of the intervention on the target population (Haidich, 2010).
This section summarizes the most prominent studies included in this scan so the outcomes can be understood. The summary for
each study includes: (1) purpose, sample size, and timeframe; (2) sites; and (3) terminology used in the studies to define the
outcomes the researchers explored. This list is not exhaustive; it includes the most prominent studies related to the scan. NHTTAC
used the detailed findings from Sections 4 (How are housing programs, models, and initiatives evaluated?) and 5 (What are the
program outcomes?) to generate the summaries in Sections 2 (What best, promising, or innovative practices are being used?) and 3
(What are the challenges/barriers and potential solutions?).
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Table 7: Brief Summary of Randomized Controlled Trial Studies Included in This Review
Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Family Options
Study: ShortTerm Impacts
of Housing and
Services
Interventions
for Homeless
Families
(Gubits et al.,
2015)

Family Options
Study: 3-Year
Impacts of
Housing and
Services
Interventions
for Homeless
Families
(Gubits et al.,
2016)
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Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

Examined outcomes from 2,282 families in
12 communities between 2010 and 2012.
Families could enroll in the study after
spending at least 7 days in emergency
shelter and were randomly assigned to one
of four groups:
(1) Priority access to PHS
(2) Priority access to community-based
RRH
(3) Priority access to project-based TH
(4) Access to usual care homeless and
housing assistance without priority
access to specific programs
Families could also seek services in addition
to their assigned program. To explore
outcomes, families completed tracking
surveys 6, 12, and 27 months after random
assignment, and an intensive follow-up
survey 20 months after random assignment.

(1)

Alameda
County, CA
(2) Atlanta, GA
(3) Baltimore,
MD
(4) Boston, MA
(5) New Haven
and
Bridgeport
regions of
CT
(6) Denver, CO
(7) Honolulu, HI
(8) Kansas City,
MO
(9) Louisville,
KY
(10) Minneapolis,
MN
(11) Phoenix, AZ
(12) Salt Lake
City, UT

 Housing Stability: at least 1 night
homeless or in shelter, doubled up
(staying with family or friends), # days
homeless, living in own house or
apartment at follow-up, # persons per
room, and housing quality
 Family Preservation: a family (1) with at
least one child separated from the family,
(2) with a spouse/partner separated from
the family, or (3) who reunited with their
child by follow-up
 Adult Well-Being: health quality (e.g.,
poor, fair), psychological distress, alcohol
dependence or drug abuse, and intimate
partner violence
 Child Well-Being: # of schools attended,
childcare or school absences, poor or fair
health, and behavior problems
 Self-Sufficiency: working for pay, #
months worked, total family income, and
food security

Analyzed the 3-year impacts of the three
housing interventions listed above. 1,784
families responded to the 37-month followup survey. 1,621 families completed both
the 20- and 37-month surveys.

Same as above.

Same as above, as well as the relative
costs of the interventions based on
program use during the 3-year follow-up
period.
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Family Options
Study: LongTerm Tracking
Project
(McInnis et al.,
2020)

Determined whether they could locate the
families who participated in the Family
Options Study from 2010 to 2012 to assess
long-term outcomes. Interviewed 75% and
surveyed 48.7% of the original 2,282
families. Provided basic demographic
information and preliminary outcomes for the
families they were able to locate.

Same as above.

 Use of Housing Assistance: use of at
least one housing assistance program
 Housing Stability: at least 1 night
homeless or doubled up
 Housing Independence: living in a
rented or owned house or apartment
 Employment: increased employment
rate, work for pay in the last week, and
increased earnings

Effects of
Housing
Vouchers on
Welfare
Families (Mills
et al., 2006) 7

Examined impacts of housing choice
vouchers. Between 2000 and 2001, 8,731
families were randomly assigned to the
housing vouchers group or the control group
in six study sites. Outcome measures were
gathered from Census data, person-level
administrative data, a follow-up survey 4.5–5
years after random assignment with 2,481
families, and an intensive interview with a
subset of 141 families.

(1)
(2)
(3)

 Housing Stability: homelessness within
1 year and # housing moves.
 Housing Location: improved residential
location (e.g., lower poverty rate, higher
employment rate)
 Household Composition: reduced
household size, increased single head of
households
 Self-Sufficiency: increased employment
and education rates, decreased use of
benefits

7

Study Sites

(4)
(5)
(6)

Atlanta, GA
Augusta, GA
Fresno, CA
(City and
County)
Houston, TX
Los Angeles,
CA
Spokane,
WA

Definitions of Outcomes

This study was included for importance despite the publication date. Most housing studies in the field are process or outcomes studies that are not comparing
interventions. There are limited randomized controlled trials in the field, which are the strongest methodology to show and compare outcomes among interventions.
The Effects of Housing Vouchers on Welfare Families was an earlier randomized controlled trial through HUD; the more recent Family Options Study references
the trial and confirms the evidence base.
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

“Housing First”
for Homeless
Youth With
Mental Illness
(Kozloff et al.,
2016) 8

Examined impacts of the Housing First
intervention for youth between the ages of
18 and 24. 156 youth were randomly
assigned to Housing First plus mental health
treatment (assertive community treatment 9
for high needs or intensive case
management for moderate needs) or
allocated to usual care (control group).
Overall, 87 youth in the treatment group and
69 youth in the control group were included
in the analysis. Researchers gathered
outcome measures from baseline interviews
and interviews every 6 months for 24
months. Housing and vocational measures
were collected every 3 months.

8

Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

At Home/Chen Soi  Housing Stability: measured length of
in 5 Canadian
time in stable housing over 6 months
cities:
 Quality of Life: used various
scales/indexes to measure general and
(1) Vancouver
specific quality of life, including:
(2) Winnipeg
o Community functioning and integration
(3) Toronto
o Physical and mental well-being
(4) Montreal
o Substance use
(5) Moncton
o Use of health and criminal justice
services
o Victimization
o Employment

Although this scan was limited to U.S.-based interventions, this study was included for importance because a recent systematic review of youth housing
interventions (Morton, Kugley, Epstein, & Farrell, 2020) noted the program was the only randomized controlled trial evaluating a transitional, supportive, or
subsidized housing program for youth.
9 Assertive community treatment is a multidisciplinary team model to provide a high level of care, similar to care they would receive in an in-patient setting, to
individuals in the community (National Alliance on Mental Illness, n.d.).

31

Housing Programs for Individuals Experiencing Housing Instability or Homelessness Environmental Scan: Outline of Findings
Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

Becoming
Adults: OneYear Impact
Findings From
the Youth
Villages
Transitional
Living
Evaluation
(Jacobs
Valentine,
Skemer, &
Courtney, 2015)

Evaluated outcomes over 2 years (October
2010–October 2012) for 1,322 youth (ages
18 to 24) aging out of juvenile justice and
foster care systems using administrative and
survey data. Study participants were
randomly assigned to the program group
that received Youth Villages Transitional
Living Program (since renamed YVLifeset)
services or the control group that only
received a list of services in their
community.

Youth Villages
Transitional Living
Program
(YVLifeset) in
Memphis,
Tennessee

1-year outcomes (survey data):
 Housing Stability and Economic WellBeing: housing stability measured by
ability to pay rent, homelessness
experience, couch-surfing; economic
well-being measured by ability to
purchase clothes/footwear, paying utility
bills, phone service, and not paying bills
in order to pay for necessities
 Social Support: # people youth can rely
on for support like monetary challenges,
advice, transportation, favors, and loans;
closeness to a caring adult
 Participant Health and Safety: mental
health, substance use, contraceptive
use, and victimization
 Education: educational attainment or
vocational training
 Employment and Earnings: earnings
from formal employment
 Criminal Involvement: jail or prison
stay, criminal behavior scale determined
by survey responses
2-year outcomes (administrative data):
 Education: enrollment in a 2- or 4-year
college
 Employment and Earnings: average
earnings over 2 years, total earnings over
2 years, formal employment
 Criminal Involvement: arrests,
convictions, conviction class (felony or
misdemeanor), conviction type (violent,
property, drug, public order)

Striving for
Independence:
Two-Year
Impact
Findings From
the Youth
Villages
Transitional
Living
Evaluation
(Skemer &
Jacobs
Valentine,
2016)
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Table 8: Non-Randomized Controlled Trial Studies
Study Name
Rapid Re-Housing
for Homeless
Families
Demonstration
Programs
Evaluation Report
Part II:
Demonstration
Findings―
Outcomes
Evaluation (Finkel,
Henry, Matthews,
Spellman, &
Culhane, 2016)

10

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe
Evaluated outcomes of 23 Rapid ReHousing for Homeless Families
Demonstration Program Grantees
within their local CoC
implementation. 500 families were
enrolled in the study. The study
included Homeless Management
Information System data (n=490), a
12-month follow-up survey (n=201),
and address history collection for the
147 families that did not complete
the follow-up survey.

Study Sites
(1) Anchorage, AK
(2) Austin, TX
(3) Boston, MA
(4) Cincinnati, OH
(5) Columbus, OH
(6) Contra Costa County, CA
(7) Dayton, OH
(8) Denver, CO
(9) District of Columbia
(10) Kalamazoo/Portage, MI
(11) Lancaster, PA
(12) Madison, WI
(13) Montgomery County, MD
(14) New Orleans, LA
(15) Ohio BoS CoC 10
(16) Orlando, FL
(17) Overland Park, KS
(18) Phoenix, AZ
(19) Pittsburgh, PA
(20) Portland, OR
(21) San Francisco, CA
(22) Trenton, NJ
(23) Washington BoS CoC

Definitions of Outcomes
 Housing situations: type,
quality, and affordability of
housing received at program
exit (i.e., rental with/without a
subsidy, PHSs, doubled up,
homeless)
 Homelessness: one episode
of homelessness within 12
months of program exit
 Housing Stability:
remaining in same unit within
12 months of program exit
 Self-Sufficiency: changes in
income and employment
from program entry and exit
 Family Well-Being: family
stability (i.e., changes in
household composition such
as having a baby, child
separation,
divorce/separation), food
security, health since
program exit, school
behavior and attendance
(e.g., expulsion, missed
school days, parent called in
to discuss behavior)

A Balance of State Continuum of Care (BoS CoC) “includes all of the jurisdictions in a state that are not covered by any other CoC” (Finkel et al., 2016).
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Washington State
Domestic Violence
Housing First
Program Evaluation
Summary: Cohort 1
Agencies (Mbilinyi
& Kreiter, 2013)

Evaluated the Washington State
DVHF Program coordinated by the
Washington State Coalition Against
Domestic Violence. Summarized
findings from the first cohort (n=236),
served by four community-based
domestic violence service providers
between 2011 and 2012. Participants
were classified as having (1) light
touch (short-term needs), (2)
medium touch (short-term needs and
connections to services), or (3) high
touch (short-, medium-, and longterm needs).

(1) Family Resource Center of
Lincoln County (Davenport)
(2) Lifewire (formerly known as
the Eastside Domestic
Violence Program)
(Bellevue)
(3) Womencare (Bellingham)
(4) YWCA of Kitsap County
(Bremerton)

 Increased access to
permanent housing and
housing retention
 Enhanced well-being and
quality of life for survivors
and their children
 Increased safety
 Increased collaboration of
staff and community
partners’ awareness of
survivor needs
 Increased partnerships
across agencies

Washington State
Domestic Violence
Housing First
Program: Cohort 2
Agencies Final
Evaluation Report
(Mbilinyi, 2015)

Evaluated findings from the second
cohort of the DVHF Program
coordinated by the Washington State
Coalition Against Domestic Violence
(n=681 survivors, 1,000 children),
served by nine urban, rural,
immigrant, and tribal agencies
between 2011 and 2013.

(1) Crisis Support Network
(Raymond)
(2) Forks Abuse Program
(Forks)
(3) Healthy Families of Clallam
County (Port Angeles)
(4) Interim CDA (Seattle)
(5) Kalispel Tribe of Indians
(Usk)
(6) Lummi Victims of Crime
(Bellingham)
(7) New Hope DV/SA Services,
Grant County and Adams
County (Moses Lake)
(8) Salvation Army Northwest
Division Domestic Violence
Program (Seattle)
(9) Spokane Tribal Family
Violence Program (Wellpinit)

Same as above
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Study Sites

Examining the
Impact of the
Domestic Violence
Housing First
Model in California:
A Multipronged
Evaluation (LópezZerón, et al., 2019)

By 2017, the Victim Services and
Public Safety Branch of the
California Governor’s Office for
Emergency Services funded 33
nonprofit agencies across the state
to implement the DVHF model.
California was the first state to
dedicate federal Victims of Crime Act
funds toward DVHF. This
multipronged evaluation revealed
specific processes and outcomes
critical to the implementation of the
DVHF model and included:
 Statewide outcomes evaluation of
19 of the 33 nonprofit agencies
across California in which agencies
tracked the use of flexible funding
distributed to 925 survivors and
273 participants feedback surveys
 Longitudinal evaluation of 36
interviews over 9 months of
survivors who received services
from Rainbow Services
 An examination of the community
engagement pillar of the DVHF
model
 A review of NEWS, a domestic
violence agency that served as an
exemplar of the implementation of
the four DVHF pillars

(1) Family Crisis Center (Los
Angeles)
(2) Catalyst Domestic Violence
Services (Chico)
(3) Community Solutions for
Children, Family, and
Individuals (Gilroy)
(4) Contra Costa Family Justice
Alliance (Concord)
(5) Downtown Women’s Center
(Los Angeles)
(6) East Los Angeles Women’s
Center (Los Angeles)
(7) House of Ruth (Pomona)
(8) Human Services Association
(Bell Gardens)
(9) Korean American Family
Services (Los Angeles)
(10) Lake Family Resource
Center (Kelseyville)
(11) NEWS (Napa)
(12) Next Door Solutions (San
Jose)
(13) Rainbow Services (San
Pedro)
(14) Ruby’s Place (Hayward)
(15) SAVE (Fremont)
(16) South Bay Community
Services (Chula Vista)
(17) WEAVE (Sacramento)
(18) Wild Iris (Lone Pine)
(19) Women's Transitional Living
Center (Fullerton)
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 Housing outcome following
exit from the program
 Use of flexible funding to
obtain housing
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Flexible Funding as
a Promising
Strategy to Prevent
Homelessness for
Survivors of
Intimate Partner
Violence (Sullivan
et al., 2016)

Conducted a qualitative, longitudinal
evaluation to understand the impact
of using flexible funding to assist
intimate partner violence survivors
experiencing homelessness (n=55).
 The District Alliance for Safe
Housing primarily serves survivors
of sex trafficking, sexual assault,
intimate partner violence, and
torture. It provides emergency,
transitional, and long-term housing;
counseling; flexible funding;
support services; advocacy; and
community outreach.

District Alliance for Safe
Housing in Washington, DC

N/A

Examining the
Needs and
Experiences of
Domestic Violence
Survivors in
Transitional
Housing (Clark et
al., 2019)

Conducted interviews with 30
survivors in a domestic violence TH
program to explore their experiences
in the program.
 The program had 50 units.
 Facility-based units were gated,
had security cameras and guards,
and only admitted visitors who
completed a background check.
 Scattered-site units were located
close by in the community in units
that were also secured.
 Survivors at both locations were
offered 12–18 months of housing,
rental assistance, and support
services.
 Survivors paid 0–30% of their
income toward rent. They were
required to relocate at the end of
the program.

Southwest United States
(location unspecified)

N/A
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

Effects of Housing
First Approaches
on Health and WellBeing of Adults
Who Are Homeless
or at Risk of
Homelessness:
Systematic Review
and Meta-Analysis
of Randomised
Controlled Trials
(Baxter, Tweed,
Katikireddi, &
Thomson, 2019)

A systematic review (from 1992 to
2017) of randomized controlled trials
of interventions that provide “rapid
access to non-abstinencecontingent, permanent housing.”
Additional supports (e.g., intensive
case management) were not used in
this definition; however, all of the
interventions found included some
form of additional supports. 11 Four
randomized controlled trials met the
inclusion criteria for review. Duration
of the studies lasted 18–24 months,
between 1997 and 2013.

(1) Pathways Housing First
(New York City, NY)
(2) At Home/Chez Soi (Moncton,
Montreal, Toronto,
Vancouver, and Winnipeg,
Canada)
(3) Housing Opportunities for
Persons with AIDS
(Baltimore, MD; Chicago, IL;
and Los Angeles, CA)
(4) Chicago Housing for Health
Partnership (Chicago, IL)

 Housing Stability:
proportion of total days
reported as “stably housed”
or in stable housing at end of
trial period
 Mental Health, Health, and
Quality of Life: self-reported
clinical assessment
 Substance Use: selfreported occasions of
substance use
 Non-Routine Use of Health
Care Services: episodes of
hospitalization and use of
emergency services

A Systematic
Review of
Outcomes
Associated With
Participation in
Housing First
Programs
(Woodhall-Melnik &
Dunn, 2016)

Explored outcomes associated with
Housing First programs and the
program design. 31 articles were
eligible for inclusion.

31 articles were included in the
review from various programs
and study sites.

 Housing and Retention
Outcomes: amount of time
spent in housing
 Psychiatric Symptoms and
Substance Use: measured
through a variety of
scales/proxies
 Quality of Life: measured
through a variety of
scales/proxies
 Service Use and Costs: jail
stays/bookings and arrests,
and use of emergency
services

11

The interventions were Housing First with assertive community treatment; Housing First with assertive community treatment or intensive case management,
scattered site or congregate; Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS rental assistance with case management; and a short transitional stay for medical care,
followed by permanent housing, scattered site or congregate, and ongoing case management. These interventions were compared to “Treatment as Usual,” which
typically included access to usual or existing supports.
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Study Name
Interventions for
Youth
Homelessness: A
Systematic Review
of Effectiveness
Studies (Morton,
Kugley, Epstein, &
Farrell, 2020)

38

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe
Explored outcomes associated with
interventions designed to prevent
and treat youth (ages 13 to 25)
homelessness. These interventions
included prevention strategies,
approaches to strengthening
families, residential programs (TH,
supportive services, and subsidized
rental programs), counseling, case
management, programs focused on
finances and employment, and
outreach efforts. 66 publications
were eligible for inclusion.

Study Sites
66 articles examining 53
individual studies of 54
interventions and various study
sites (83% of study sites in the
United States)

Definitions of Outcomes
 Stable Housing: #
runaways, experience in
homelessness, and housing
stability
 Permanent Connections:
social supports (e.g., family,
other adults, peers)
 Education: school
enrollment status, school
attendance, educational
attainment, and performance
 Employment/Earnings:
status, length of time
employed, career
progression, earnings
 Social-Emotional WellBeing: “mental health,
prosocial behaviors,
psychological well-being,
non-cognitive skills” (Morton
et al., 2020, p. 4)
 Physical Health/Substance
Use: risky behaviors or
knowledge, ability to access
health services, physical
health, and illness
 Service Connections: #
services accessed and how
often
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Implementing
Housing First With
Families and Young
Adults: Challenges
and Progress
Toward SelfSufficiency (Collins
et al., 2019)

Mixed-methods sequential
(qualitative interviews and
administrative data over time) data
collection examined a Housing First
pilot program’s impact on families
(n=63) and single young adults (ages
18 to 24, n=15) with histories of
mental health or substance use
problems achieving “success” (as
defined by requiring less reliance on
case manager) between 2013 and
2015.

One agency within the
Cuyahoga County, OH, CoC.
Two programs:
(1) Young adults
(2) Families

 Return to Homelessness:
Homeless Management
Information System data
indicating return to shelter
programs
 Child Welfare Cases and
Public Assistance Receipt:
TANF and SNAP benefits
over time
 Self-Sufficiency: less
frequent and shorter contact
with case manager

More Is Possible:
My First Place, A
Program of First
Place for Youth.
Formative
Evaluation
Findings: June
2010 to March 2012
(First Place for
Youth, 2014)

Formative evaluation of My First
Place, a program offering services to
youth aging out of foster care (ages
18 to 24), between 2010 and 2012.
Services include housing in scattered
rental properties, case management,
and education and employment
support. Data collection included
document review; site visits;
interviews with program participants,
staff, and referral
agencies/community partners; case
file reviews; and administrative data.
The study compared outcomes at
baseline and 6 months into the
program.

Four counties in the San
Francisco (CA) Bay Area

 Healthy Living: self-efficacy,
depression, adult support,
stable adult connections,
alcohol and drug use,
contraceptive use,
medical/dental insurance
coverage, gang involvement,
“prostitution and pimping”
(First Place for Youth, 2014,
p. 11) involvement, probation
status, becoming a parent
during program
 Education: educational
attainment (high school,
postsecondary, vocational
training)
 Employment: employment
status, employment type,
length of time at job, wage,
income per month
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Definitions of Outcomes
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Study Name
A Transitional
Housing Program
for Older Foster
Youth: How Do
Youth Fare After
Exiting? (LenzRashid, 2018)

40

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

Outcome evaluation of 55 older
foster youth (ages 16 to 21) at one
TH program (offering in vivo housing,
meaning each participant lives in an
individual apartment unit) to examine
well-being between 1 and 8 years
after program exit.

Bay Area Youth Center’s Real
Alternatives for Adolescents
(RAFA) TH program – Hayward,
CA

 Housing Stability: stable
housing (e.g., living alone,
living with roommates, living
in another TH program),
incarceration, or homeless
shelter
 Employment Status and
Earnings: employment
status and average wage per
hour for those not enrolled in
college
 Parenthood: whether an
individual has been a parent
in their lifetime
 Educational Attainment:
type of educational
attainment (e.g., high school
diploma, GED,
postsecondary education)
 Public Assistance:
receiving food stamps or
assistance from Special
Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC)
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12

Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Study Sites

Definitions of Outcomes

Understanding
Organizations for
Runaway and
Homeless Youth: A
Multi-Setting
Quantitative Study
of Their
Characteristics and
Effects (Gwadz et
al., 2017)

Studied 29 randomly selected
housing organizations across New
York State that offer specialized
housing programs for runaway and
homeless youth (ages 16 to 21). The
study employed the Youth Program
Quality Assessment, which includes
program observation and program
administrator interviews. Youth
(n=463) participated in a variety of
anonymous assessments to explore
program outcomes. The study
compared youth outcomes by setting
characteristics (156 drop-in center
youth, 61 transitional living program
youth, and 246 youth in settings that
offer both programs).

29 organizations across New
York State encompassing rural,
urban, and suburban areas

 Youth Behavioral and
Psychosocial Outcomes:
o Educational enrollment, job
training, formal
employment
o Substance use in the past
90 days
o Involvement in the street
economy in the past 90
says
o Perceived resilience

Paving the Way for
a More Prosperous
Future for Young
Adults: Results of
an Outcomes Study
of the Chelsea
Foyer at the
Christopher
(Dworsky & Ross,
2016)

Quasi-experimental design
examining the impact of the Chelsea
Foyer program, which offers traumainformed supportive housing, case
management, and life skill-building
support to youth (ages 18 to 25),
from 2006 to 2013 compared to
eligible youth who were unable to
obtain supportive services due to
limited program space. Tracked
outcomes for 2 years from
participants’ program start and 2
years from the date of eligibility for
the comparison group.

Chelsea Foyer at the
Christopher, New York City

 Residential stability
 Incarceration/jail stay
 Postsecondary school
enrollment
 Employment status and
wages
 Financial support 12

This brief did not report findings for financial support outcomes (including access to government assistance/benefit programs).
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Study Name

Study Purpose, Size, & Timeframe

Citrus Helping
Adolescents
Negatively
Impacted by
Commercial
Exploitation
(CHANCE) Pilot
Study: Progress
Report (Armstrong,
Johnson, Landers,
Dollard, &
Anderson, 2016)

Evaluated the impact of the
CHANCE program on 87 youth (ages
9 to 18) in the child welfare system
who have experienced commercial
sexual exploitation and have serious
mental or behavioral health
problems. Housing and services
were individualized based on youth
needs and may have included
residential treatment, specialized
therapeutic foster care, or in-home
treatment services. The mixedmethod study measured youth
outcomes upon program entry, every
3 months during the program, and
upon program exit. The study
measured outcomes through several
assessments that involved youth
self-reports, caregiver reports, and
therapist assessments.

42

Study Sites
Miami-Dade County, FL

Definitions of Outcomes
 Various scales and
assessments measured
outcomes for youth,
including:
o Strengths
o Functioning
o Trauma symptoms
o Behavioral and emotional
health issues
o Risk behaviors
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5. WHAT ARE THE PROGRAM OUTCOMES?
The following tables provide key outcomes (housing stability, family preservation, well-being, and self-sufficiency, defined in the table
above) and costs associated with housing programs from studies explored through this environmental scan.
Table 9: Brief Summary of Randomized Controlled Trial Outcomes
Housing Stability
Usual Care (UC)
(i.e., no priority
access to
housing
programs)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o 50% of families were homeless or doubled up; 28% of families had an emergency shelter.
o Families spent an average of 4 months in emergency shelter before obtaining housing.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o 39% of families had at least 1 night homeless or doubled up; 5% were in emergency shelter.
o 69% of families were living in their own house or apartment.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o 15% of families had at least 1 night of being homeless and 19% were doubled up.
o 80% of families were in their own house or apartment.

Transitional
Housing (TH)

 18 and 37 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016):
o Families had less shelter stays than families who received UC.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o 83% of families were living in their own house or apartment.

Rapid ReHousing (RRH)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families exited from emergency shelter slightly faster than families in UC, but no faster than families
assigned to TH or PHS.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o 82% of families were living in their own house or apartment.
 After exiting the RRH for Homeless Families Demonstration Program (Finkel et al., 2016):
o Less than 2% exited to a homeless situation, 15% lived in rental housing with a subsidy, 71% moved to
rental housing without assistance, and 8% were doubled up or in institutional settings.
o 12 months later, 31% lived in rental housing with a subsidy and 47% without a subsidy.
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Housing Stability
Permanent
Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

44

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families randomly assigned to PHS had shorter stays in emergency shelter than families assigned to UC,
TH, or RRH.
o Families had fewer occurrences of doubling up and emergency shelters stays, and moved less than families
assigned to UC, TH, or RRH.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o The proportion of families that had a shelter stay was reduced by half.
o The proportion of families living in their own place increased by 15%.
o The number of places the families lived was reduced.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o PHS families had the highest rate of living in their own or rented home or apartment (90%) compared to UC,
TH, or RRH.
 In a Housing Voucher Study (Mills et al., 2006):
o Permanent housing vouchers significantly reduced homelessness at the 12-month follow-up compared to
the control group.
o Housing voucher families used their vouchers to move to a better residential location (indicated by lower
poverty rate and higher employment rate), increased the number of rooms in the housing, and had fewer
moves compared to UC families.
o While the voucher group had a small improvement in neighborhood quality compared to the control group,
self-reported survey measures still showed dissatisfaction and observed problems with the neighborhood
and personal safety concerns.
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Family Preservation
Usual Care
(UC) (i.e., no
priority access
to housing
programs)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o 15% of UC families had a separation from their child.

Transitional
Housing (TH)

 18 and 37 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016):
o Families did not experience significant positive or negative outcomes associated with family preservation.

Rapid ReHousing (RRH)

 18 and 37 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016):
o Families did not experience any significant outcomes associated with separations among children or
spouses, reunifications, or childcare.

Permanent
Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families had fewer child separations compared to UC and TH.
o Families experienced less foster care placements compared to UC.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o Families were less likely to report intimate partner violence and more likely to report a separation from their
partner than similar families assigned to the UC group. They did not find the same outcomes for families
assigned to the RRH or TH program groups.
 In a Housing Voucher Study (Mills et al., 2006):
o Housing vouchers reduced the household size and multigenerational household, and increased single
heads of households.
o Individuals with a housing voucher were able to leave abusive partners.
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Well-Being
Usual Care
(UC) (i.e., no
priority access
to housing
programs)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o 32% of adults experienced fair or poor health.
o 15% of adults experienced alcohol dependence or substance use.
o 12% of adults experienced intimate partner violence.
o Most children experienced a school move.

Transitional
Housing (TH)

 18 and 37 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (Gubits et al., 2015, 2016):
o Families did not experience significant positive or negative outcomes associated with well-being.

Rapid ReHousing (RRH)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families experienced less psychological distress, alcohol dependence, and drug use than those in TH.
o Families reported better health than adults in TH.
o Children did not experience significant outcomes associated with well-being when compared to children in
UC or PHS.

Permanent
Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families experienced less psychological distress than adults in UC and TH.
o Families experienced less alcohol and drug problems than adults in UC.
o Children experienced fewer school moves than children in UC, TH, and RRH.
 In a Housing Voucher Study (Mills et al., 2006):
o Children experienced reduced absences from school.
o The number of times the family ate together per week increased.
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Self-Sufficiency
Usual Care
(UC) (i.e., no
priority access
to housing
programs)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o 61% of families had worked for pay.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study UC program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o 37% of families had worked for pay in the week prior, the median income was $12,000, and 47% of families
were food insecure.

Transitional
Housing (TH)

 78 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o Families had the largest increase in employment rate since random assignment compared to RRH and
PHS.

Rapid ReHousing (RRH)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o Families improved time worked, annual family income, and food security compared to families in PHS.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o Families had a larger increase in employment rate compared to PHS, but not TH.
 After exiting the RRH for Homeless Families Demonstration Program (Finkel et al., 2016):
o 45% of participants were employed, compared to 31% at program entry.
o 12 months later, 33% of families had increased household income by 10% or more.

Permanent
Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o 50% of families had worked for pay.
o Families experienced improved food security compared to UC and TH.
o Families increased use of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program compared to UC.
o Families experienced reductions in employment compared to UC and TH.
o Families had reduced annual family income compared to TH and RRH.
 78 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (McInnis et al., 2020):
o Families had significantly lower earnings than RRH families, likely because the subsidy intervention did not
provide case management services that would increase skills.
 In a Housing Voucher Study (Mills et al., 2006):
o Families improved food security and reduced poverty compared to the control group.
o Families significantly increased the amount of overall public assistance used compared to the control
group.
o Families experienced reduced employment rates and earnings compared to UC within the 2-year follow-up,
but experienced no effect by the 3.5-year follow-up.
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Program Costs and Use
Emergency
Shelter

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study Emergency Shelter program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o The average monthly cost for emergency shelter was $4,800, with supportive services accounting for 63%
of the cost.
o The average time spent in emergency shelter was 4 months, costing an average of $16,829.

Transitional
Housing (TH)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o The average monthly cost for TH was $2,700, with supportive services accounting for 42% of the cost.
o The average time spent in TH was 13 months, costing an average of $32,557.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study TH program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o Families used the program slightly longer (15 months on average) than families assigned to UC without
priority access to TH (11 months on average).

Rapid ReHousing (RRH)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o RRH cost less than UC, TH, and PHS.
o The average monthly cost for RRH was $900, with supportive services accounting for 72% of the cost.
o The average time spent in RRH was 7 months, costing an average of $6,578.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study RRH program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o RRH continued to be the lowest cost intervention compared to UC, TH, and PHS ($4,000 less on average).
o Families used the RRH program for the same amount of time as UC families (8 months).
 In the RRH for Homeless Families Demonstration Program (Finkel et al., 2016):
o 21% of families received RRH programming for 6 months or less; 53% between 6 and 12 months; and 29%
for more than 12 months.
o 57% of participants were in a RRH program that graduated rental assistance (families increased amount paid
over time), 31% had a set percentage amount (usually 30% of income), and 12% had their entire rent paid.

Permanent
Housing
Subsidy (PHS)

 18 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2015):
o The average monthly cost for PHS was $1,200, which did not include supportive services.
o The average time spent in PHS was 16 months, costing an average of $18,821.
o Families used the subsidy for a longer period of time (31 months on average) compared to families
assigned to UC with no priority access to PHS (21 months on average). This difference is probably
because UC families did not get priority access to PHS; they were assigned to a waiting list.
 37 months after entering a Family Options Study PHS program (Gubits et al., 2016):
o PHS cost 9% more than UC; however, this is because PHS is a long-term intervention.
o Families decreased use of TH, RRH, and emergency shelters, which offset the higher cost of the subsidies.
o Most families were still using PHS.
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There are no randomized controlled trials of Domestic Violence Housing First (DVHF) programs. Findings from DVHF evaluations
are presented in the table below, as applicable. Outcomes were not assessed consistently across studies.
Table 10: Brief Summary of Domestic Violence Housing First Outcomes
Outcome
Findings
Intake
 DVHF in Washington
o Cohort 1: 30% of participants were renting, 29% were homeless, 16% were in a shelter, and 16% were in
temporary arrangements (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013).
o Cohort 2: 50% of participants had permanent housing (rented or owned their own home); however, many were
at risk of homelessness, in need of resources, or living in unsafe housing. 17% were homeless, 17% were in TH
or staying with friends, and 11% were in emergency shelter (Mbilinyi, 2015).
 DVHF in California
o 25% of participants were living in a rental unit, 37% were in a shelter, 28% were living with family or friends, and
8% were living in their abuser’s home (López-Zerón et al., 2019).
Housing
 DVHF in Washington
Status
o Cohort 1: 89% of participants reached at follow-up were in permanent housing, 4.5% were seeking housing,
4.5% obtained housing through the DVHF Program but were no longer in permanent housing, and 2% were in
other housing (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013).
o Cohort 2: Mobile advocacy helped families in rural and urban communities access and maintain housing as long
as 18 months after enrolling in the DVHF Program (Mbilinyi, 2015).
 DVHF in California (López-Zerón et al., 2019):
o All survivors served were housed for at least 12 months and had been working with an advocate for 6 months.
86% were living in a rental unit, with 28% receiving Section 8 rental assistance.
o While 77% were confident they would remain in their housing for the next 3 months, most survivors reported
barriers to seeking housing, including rent affordability (81%), paying a security deposit (83%), having poor or no
credit (78%), and unemployment.
o The FFA provided allowed 46% of families to stay in their own home; 40% obtained new housing and 14% were
still looking for housing.
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Outcome
Type of
Housing

Time

Level of
Need
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Findings
 DVHF in Washington
o Cohort 1: Of the 125 participants who were in permanent housing and reached at follow-up, 35% obtained or
retained unsubsidized fair market housing, 34% were in other low-income housing, 22% were in
subsidized/Section 8 housing, and 9% were in other types of housing, including shared housing, low-income
apartments, rental assistance, and tax credit units (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013).
o Cohort 2: At the 12-month follow-up, 88% were in permanent housing (of which 55% were residing in
unsubsidized fair market housing, 23% were in subsidized/Section 8 housing, 12% were in tribal housing, 6%
were in other low-income housing, and 4% were in other types of housing), 5% were still seeking housing, and
7% received housing through the program initially but were no longer at follow-up (Mbilinyi, 2015).
 DVHF in Washington
o Cohort 1: It took survivors and advocates an average of 5 weeks to access permanent housing. Survivors had
been in housing for an average of 11 months at final follow-up. Most participants (95%) had no housing
interruptions during the follow-up period (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013).
o Cohort 2: On average, it took 3 months to connect homeless survivors with housing (Mbilinyi, 2015).
 DVHF in Washington, Cohort 2
o Participants required lower levels of services at program follow-up, representing a low cost to the agencies. At
program intake, 46% of participants required light touch services, 26% medium touch, and 28% high touch. At
follow-up, 76% of participants required light touch, 11% medium touch, and 13% high touch (Mbilinyi, 2015).
o Immigrant survivors had higher rates of limited English proficiency and unemployment; however, they were less
likely to be homeless at program entry and more likely to access permanent housing. Immigrant survivors had
higher level of needs compared to non-immigrants in order to retain their housing (Mbilinyi, 2015).
o Most tribal participants required light touch services and had fewer barriers to housing than non-tribal participants.
However, they were more likely to be homeless at program entry, which could reflect the lack of housing in
reservations and survivors’ desire to remain in their community. Tribal participants took three times as long as
non-tribal participants to find housing and were less likely to still have the housing at follow-up (Mbilinyi, 2015).
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Outcome
Well-Being
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Findings
 DVHF in Washington (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013)
o Participants’ self-reported danger levels decreased from intake to follow-up, except for abusers’ threat to harm
survivors’ children.
 DVHF in Washington, DC (Sullivan et al., 2016)
o Participants who received flexible financial funding experienced stress relief from achieving housing stability; kept
their children safe, housed, and fed; had more energy and time to devote to parenting; and felt more in control of
their lives as they caught up on bills and moved toward self-sufficiency.
 Domestic Violence TH in the Southwest (Clark et al., 2019)
o Some survivors reported feeling safe and secure in domestic violence TH because the community was gated, and
had security cameras, guards, and a restrictive visitor policy. Others felt that the high security limited their freedom,
autonomy, and ability to receive visitors.
o Some survivors appreciated access to additional supports, especially financial management classes, childcare,
counseling, and connecting them to opportunities for employment and education while in domestic violence TH.
o Some survivors appreciated social support and interactions with other survivors, children, and staff while in
domestic violence TH. Many survivors had limited social networks or had to move away from their social networks.
The program gave them a sense of community. Other survivors felt a lack of personal boundaries and that they
were surrounded by others going through crisis.
o Many survivors experienced anxiety about relocating and paying for everything on their own at program completion.
Some did not have enough time to address their problems (e.g., work permits, training, employment, education).
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Outcome
Findings
Flexible
 DVHF in Washington (Mbilinyi & Kreiter, 2013; Mbilinyi, 2015)
Financial
o FFA ranged from $20 to $10,000, with an average of $1,500 provided per participant in Cohort 1 and $1,250
Assistance
per participant in Cohort 2.
(FFA)
 DVHF in California (López-Zerón et al., 2019)
o Programs provided $3,022,355.48 in FFA to 925 survivors and their families. Disbursements ranged from $0.50
to $6,385.
o Most disbursements went to rental assistance, followed by move-in costs, furnishings, transportation, debt
assistance, basic needs, utilities, children’s needs, employment assistance, physical/mental health needs,
relocation services, legal assistance, documentation fees, and safety enhancement services.
o 71% of participants who received FFA were given more than one disbursement. Total disbursements per
person ranged from 2 to 36, with survivors receiving an average of 4 payments totaling about $3,000.
o 46% of the survivors who received one disbursement used those funds to stay in their home, which kept the
survivors from becoming homeless or having to move to another location.
o 34% of survivors who received one disbursement obtained new housing and 20% were homeless, living in
shelter, or living in TH while seeking new housing.
 DVHF in Washington, DC (Sullivan et al., 2016)
o Some survivors received less than $300, while others received more than $8,000 (for an average of $2,079).
o 47% of flexible funding grants were for rental assistance. Most rental assistance was used to pay overdue rent
(e.g., because the abuser did not pay the rent, notify the survivor that rent was overdue, left the home and the
survivor had to take full financial responsibility for the home, or injured the survivor so badly they could not
work or had to reduce their work hours; because the survivor had no childcare).
o 16% of grants were used to pay security deposits and first month’s rent.
o 7% of grants were used for security deposit, first month’s rent, childcare, and transportation.
o 7% of grants were used only for utility bills.
o 7% of grants were used for unique needs (e.g., replacing furniture after a flood).
o 4% of grants were used only for security deposits.
o 4% of grants contributed to rental assistance and other bills (e.g., utilities, food, cellphone).
o 4% of grants were used for utilities, childcare, and vehicle-related expenses.
o 4% of grants were used only for vehicle-related expenses.
o Housing stability at the 6-month follow-up:
 94% of survivors were still housed: 40% retained their original housing, 44% obtained new housing, 6%
voluntarily chose to move in with family or friends for convenience (as opposed to survivors who had no
alternative), and 4% were living in TH programs.
 6% were homeless (e.g., living with family and friends because they had no alternative, living in housing
provided by an organization).
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Findings from evaluations of youth housing programs identified in this scan are presented in the table below, as applicable.
Outcomes were not assessed consistently across studies.
Table 11: Brief Summary of Youth Housing Program Outcomes
Outcome
Housing
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Findings
 A randomized controlled trial of a Housing First model for youth with mental illness found that compared to
youth receiving UC, program participants were significantly more likely to have stable housing during the
645-day data collection period (65% of days versus 31% of days in stable housing) after controlling for study
location and racial, ethnic, and cultural identity (Kozloff et al., 2016).
 Housing First pilot program for young adults and families (Collins et al., 2019):
o Of 78 clients (consisting of young adults and families), 79% stayed out of homeless shelters after
beginning the program. Most returns (56%) were short-term stays (less than 2 weeks), and most of those
who returned (75%) stayed only once or twice.
 There was a statistically significant gender difference in shelter returns: 76% of female clients did not
return to shelters, while 70% of male clients did.
 Findings from the RAFA program, a TH program with individual apartment units, showed 96% of clients had
stable housing at follow-up, which occurred anywhere between 1 and 8 years after exiting the program
(Lenz-Rashid, 2018).
o Notably, however, 44% of respondents reported they were without stable housing for any period of time
between program exit and follow-up.
 In the 2-year period after beginning the Chelsea Foyer program, which uses a trauma-informed supportive
housing model, participants were 36% less likely (statistically significant) than youth in the comparison group
to have stayed in a homeless shelter (Dworsky & Ross, 2016).
o 16.7% of Chelsea Foyer program participants had at least one stay in a homeless shelter, compared to
28.9% of the comparison group.
 According to the Year 1 evaluation of the Youth Villages Transitional Living program, there were statistically
significant increases in housing stability (including a reduction in homelessness and couch surfing) for
program participants (Jacobs Valentine et al., 2015); however, these data were not available in the Year 2
evaluation to determine longer-term youth housing outcomes (Skemer & Jacobs Valentine, 2016).
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Outcome
Education

Physical and
Mental Health
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Findings
 58% of RAFA program participants were enrolled in postsecondary education at the time of data collection.
72% of participants had already earned their high school diploma or GED equivalent (Lenz-Rashid, 2018).
 No significant differences were reported for educational enrollment in a postsecondary institution between
the program and control groups in the Youth Villages Transitional Living program during Year 1 or 2 (Skemer
& Jacobs Valentine, 2016).
 The My First Place evaluation explored several educational outcomes (First Place for Youth, 2014). Findings
include:
o Statistically significant increase in the proportion of participants who attained a high school diploma or
equivalent (from 58% at baseline to 72% at 6 months into the program)
o No statistically significant change in college level education (attending or completing); number of college
classes passed; or vocational training level, attendance, or completion
 Two years following program entry, the number of Chelsea Foyer program participants enrolled in a
postsecondary institution increased from 29% to 39.9% (Dworsky & Ross, 2016).
 The CHANCE program evaluation revealed several significant improvements from the baseline educational
measures, including time out of school, school behavior, and school attendance. No statistically significant
improvements occurred in youth attitudes toward education, educational attainment, or achievement in
school (Armstrong et al., 2016).
 The randomized controlled trial of Housing First for youth with mental illness found no significant change in
physical and mental well-being or substance use among youth who participated in the Housing First program
and control group participants who received UC (Kozloff et al., 2016).
 The setting comparison study between drop-in center programs, transitional living programs, and programs
offering both services found no difference in youth substance use, with the average youth using substances
11 days out of the previous 3 months (Gwadz et al., 2017).
 The CHANCE program evaluation examined changes in youth behavioral and emotional issues. Significant
improvements on the CANS-CSE from baseline to 9 months occurred in (1) substance use behaviors, (2)
ability to adjust to traumatic events, (3) oppositional and defiant behaviors, and (4) behavioral misconduct
(Armstrong et al., 2016).
 The My First Place evaluation explored several physical and mental health outcomes (First Place for Youth,
2014). Findings include:
o Statistically significant decrease in depression from 2.30 at baseline to 2.08 at 6 months on a 5-point scale
o Statistically significant increase in alcohol and drug use in the previous 90 dates (from 49% to 60%), with
the average frequency of use on a 7-point scale increasing from 0.52 at baseline to 1.59 at 6 months
o No change in contraceptive use
 No change in overall medical insurance coverage, but a statistically significant increase in the proportion of
participants with medical insurance coverage that includes mental health and dental coverage
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Outcome
Employment
and Wages
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Findings
 86% of RAFA program participants who were not enrolled in full-time postsecondary education at the time of
data collection were employed. Participants’ average wage was $15.69 per hour when adjusted for inflation
(Lenz-Rashid, 2018).
 Administrative data in the Youth Villages Transitional Living program evaluation revealed no statistically
significant differences in average earnings between program participants and those receiving UC in the
community 2 years after random assignment (Skemer & Jacobs Valentine, 2016).
o Program and control groups each earned approximately $5,000 over the 2-year study period.
 Several employment outcomes for participants of the My First Place program, a scattered-site housing
program with case management services, were explored (First Place for Youth, 2014). Findings include:
o 45% currently employed (statistically significant increase compared to 22% at baseline)
o 9% currently in full-time employment (not significant compared to 6% at baseline)
o Increased mean duration at current job (statistically significant increase from 0.55 at baseline to 0.98 at 6
months after program entry), with the proportion of those working in their job for more than 3 months rising
from 10% at baseline to 28% at 6 months (statistically significant)
o Wages:
 Statistically significant increase in the average wage for all program participants (from $2.06 to $3.96
per hour with $0 included for unemployed participants)
 No significant increase in average wage for those currently working (from $8.87 to $9.15 per hour)
 No significant increase in average income per month (from $634.53 to $760.88)
 Youth with mental health challenges in a Housing First program were statistically significantly less likely to
have experienced a period of employment during the 2-year study compared to the control group receiving
UC in the community (32% versus 44%) (Kozloff et al., 2016).
 Two years following program entry, employment among Chelsea Foyer program participants increased from
82.6% to 91.3% (Dworsky & Ross, 2016).
 The comparison of programs offering drop-in centers, transitional living programs, and programs offering
both services revealed that 81% of youth were engaged in education, training programs, or employment
programs. Youth were significantly more engaged in transitional living programs and programs that included
both than those that were only drop-in centers. Additionally, those considered higher quality settings
(determined by the Youth Program Quality Assessment) helped youth engage in education, training, and
employment (Gwadz et al., 2017).
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Outcome
Well-Being and
Self Sufficiency
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Findings
 In one study of a program using the Housing First model (Collins et al., 2019), researchers measured
increased self-sufficiency with shorter and less frequent interactions with case managers. The study
identified a decrease in both between the first 6 months of program involvement (91,685 minutes spent with
case managers across 2,598 interactions) and the second 6 months (89,459 minutes across 2,231
interactions).
 The randomized controlled trial of Housing First for youth with mental illness found no significant change in
victimization among youth who participated in the Housing First program and control group participants who
received UC (Kozloff et al., 2016).
 29% of RAFA participants received food stamps and 13% of RAFA participants received WIC at the time of
data collection (Lenz-Rashid, 2018).
 The percentage of individuals receiving SNAP benefits in one Housing First program for youth and families
statistically significantly increased after program start (from 81% to 96%), and there was a modest but not
significant increase in the percentage of clients who received TANF benefits (Collins et al., 2019)
 The CHANCE program evaluation examined youth strengths, functioning, and risk behaviors. While youth
self-reports and caregiver/therapist observations suggested improvements in almost every area of these
three domains, few improvements were statistically significant (Armstrong et al., 2016). Significant findings
from baseline to 9 months include:
o Increased educational strengths
o Increased family functioning, improved living situation, more appropriate uses of free time, decreased
developmental difficulties
o Decreased risk of delinquency, runaway attempts, number of actual runaways, planned runaways
 The My First Place evaluation explored several well-being outcomes (First Place for Youth, 2014). Findings
include:
o Statistically significant increase in adult support from 2.61 at baseline to 2.72 at 6 months on a 3-point
scale
o Statistically significant increase in number of supportive adults involved in one’s life from 2.98 at baseline
to 3.65 at 6 months
o No change in the proportion of participants on probation
o No change in the proportion of participants involved with gangs or “prostitution and pimping” (0 at both
baseline and 6 months) (First Place for Youth, 2014, p. 11)
 Participants in the Chelsea Foyer program were significantly (55%) less likely to go to jail during the 2 years
after program entry than the comparison group (Dworsky & Ross, 2016).
o 6.5% of program participants had at least one jail stay, compared to 16.4% of the comparison group.
 No significant differences in arrest or conviction rates between the program and control groups in the Youth
Villages Transitional Living program evaluation during Year 1 or Year 2 (Skemer & Jacobs Valentine, 2016).
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