
Appendix B 

Promising Practices 

Over the last five years, the Children’s Bureau in the Administration for Children and Families 
(ACF) has invested in 23 communities to improve the outcomes of families and youth involved 
in child welfare through discretionary grants focused on addressing housing needs and the 
prevention of homelessness.  
 
Partnerships to Demonstrate the Effectiveness of Supportive Housing for Families in the Child 
Welfare System (SHF) Grants 
In 2012, the Children’s Bureau funded five communities to develop and implement local 
supportive housing service programs for families who come to the attention of the child welfare 
system due to severe housing issues and high service needs. Each supportive housing program 
integrates community services for housing search and assistance, customized case management, 
and evidence-based services for parents and their children. These are five-year grants.  
 
Youth At-Risk of Homelessness (YARH) Grants  
In 2013, the Children’s Bureau funded 18 communities to engage in planning and data analysis 
for youth with child welfare involvement or history who are at-risk for homelessness (Phase I).  
During the two-year planning grant, the 18 communities analyzed data to identify the population 
most at-risk of homelessness, developed partnerships, and created strategic plans to end youth 
homelessness among youth with foster care histories.  In 2015, the Children’s Bureau selected 6 
of the 18 grantees to enter into an initial implementation phase to test and refine their 
interventions for the target population (Phase II).  Phase II grants are for three years. 
 
The following are examples of promising practices from these two clusters of grantees. 

 
• Data sharing and data analysis to prevent and end homelessness.  

 
A critical component of the YARH grants was to look at the data to determine which youth 
are most at-risk for homelessness.  While involvement with the child welfare system is a 
clear risk factor for homelessness, not all youth involved in the child welfare system are at 
the same risk of future homelessness.  Using that lens, the grantees utilized existing data 
agreements and developed new partnerships to share data across systems.  Many of the risk 
factors identified by the grantees already had been noted in the research literature, but across 
all of the communities, the process helped to clarify the changes that are needed to impact 
youth homelessness.   
 
Grantees also learned that significant time is needed to develop strong relationships for data 
sharing.  While protecting privacy is a critical part of all data sharing, strong Memoranda of 
Understanding (MOUs) and procedural safeguards are possible for data sharing and analysis.  

 
Many recent competitive funding announcements looking at reducing youth/ family 
homelessness require letters of commitment from partner agencies and/or MOUs.  MOUs 
clearly outline the responsibilities of all parties.  Having established MOUs in place can be a 
critical asset in applying for and being awarded competitive grants in your community.   



 
While some data simply cannot be shared, there may be additional alternatives to learn about 
populations of interest.  For example, one YARH grantee designed a case review system to 
determine how their system was serving homeless youth and youth at-risk of homelessness.  
Based on those reviews, the agency made significant changes to their ability to detect risk 
and protective factors with an orientation towards future youth homelessness. 
 
All state child welfare agencies have access to data from the National Youth in Transition 
Database where youth are asked about their experiences with homelessness at ages 17, 19, 
and 21.  While not every youth is surveyed, it is a useful starting point to see which youth 
have already experienced homelessness by age 17 and how supports may prevent additional 
experiences with homelessness as youth reach ages 19 and 21. 

 
Data analysis and exchange is a core component of understanding the risk and protective 
factors of youth homelessness.  However, it is only one part of understanding how to target 
services to prevent youth and family homelessness.  It is also important to review case files 
of families and youth and compare that data against integrated data sources.  More critically, 
it is important to conduct focus groups and ask families, youth, providers, and others about 
their experiences around housing and use that information to support a community response 
and system improvement. 

 
• Use of administrative data for targeting and screening for housing needs. 

Administrative data was used in the SHF demonstration for targeting and screening for 
housing needs among families involved in the child welfare system. Two examples from the 
demonstration grants are highlighted below.  

 
San Francisco Human Service Agency’s (HSA) Families Moving Forward (FMF): San 
Francisco HSA improved cross-system coordination to meet the housing and service needs of 
families at risk of child removal. Key aspects of the program design included accelerated 
triage to identify homeless families who are at high risk of having children removed, rapid 
referral to housing assistance, and multi-disciplinary teams to help families maintain housing 
and improve wellbeing. HSA used child welfare administrative data for targeting to 
determine the kind of families likely to benefit from the FMF intervention and develop 
eligibility criteria. They also used administrative data to conduct ongoing homelessness 
screening to identify families experiencing homelessness quickly and accurately, as they 
entered the child welfare system.  

 
 

FMF identified child welfare-involved families in need of housing by linking administrative 
databases that exist within the public child welfare agency. The Structured Decision Making 
(SDM) risk assessment tool, administered during a child welfare investigation, includes an 
item about homelessness. FMF linked local risk assessment data to California’s Statewide 
Automated Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS) database for all children 
investigated for maltreatment in San Francisco during a prior period. The purpose was to 
estimate the incidence of homeless families entering the child welfare system, the likelihood 
of out-of-home placement among them, and the frequency of co-occurring risk factors. Based 



on the analysis of administrative data, FMF determined characteristics of families that would 
most likely benefit from the intervention.  

 
San Francisco HSA continues to use the SDM risk assessment tool as a housing screen for 
families who come to the attention of the child welfare system.  The SDM is a validated, 
proprietary tool and cannot be altered; however, because there is an item about homelessness, 
it can be used as a housing screen.  In San Francisco, HSA trained staff on the definition of 
homelessness to ensure that child welfare staff are operating with a standard definition of 
homelessness that is in line with the county’s definition of homelessness. Further, all 
investigative case workers receive a laminated printout of the definition and the homeless 
definition criteria are summarized on the revised investigation narrative form.  

 
Connecticut Department of Children and Families (DCF) Intensive Supportive Housing for 
Families (ISHF): The ISHF program provides supportive housing with intensive case 
management, vocational supports, and access to evidence-based interventions.  The project 
was first implemented in one region of the state (Middletown, Norwich, and Willimantic; 
mostly rural and small cities, covering the entire eastern half of the state) and expanded to 
another region (including Hartford; mixed and more urban, covering the central part of the 
state).  

 
Through the grant, DCF is implementing the QRAFT Screening Tool.  The aim of the 
screening tool is to ensure that every family has housing needs reviewed early in its child 
welfare involvement, enabling prompt referral of families with housing problems. To aid 
DCF workers in assessing housing concerns, the Quick RAFT -- a short version of the Risk 
Assessment for Family Triage (RAFT) tool – was created. The QRAFT asks workers to rate 
families on three housing domains: Current Housing, Housing Condition, and Housing 
History. Items are scored on a 5-point scale, from 0 (an asset/not a barrier) to 4 (severe 
barrier). Clients with a score of 3 or 4 on any item (i.e., significant or severe barriers) are 
referred for further evaluation. Assessment of housing issues, even for diverted (Family 
Assessment Response, FAR) or unsubstantiated cases, helps DCF understand and document 
family housing needs.  

 
In addition to the work being conducted by the SHF grantees, the YARH grants are in the 
process of developing screening tools for risks related to homelessness. While still in early 
development, these tools will provide a method of looking at risk and protective factors for 
youth/ young adults involved with the child welfare system. 
 
Screening for the appropriate level of housing needs is occurring across all sectors to end 
homelessness.  In an environment of limited housing resources, it is critical to allocate them 
to the appropriate families and youth.  Partnering with agencies around screening and 
assessment is an important strategy. 

 
• Housing Vouchers and other housing programs. 

 
It is important to understand the resources and supports available in the community to 
support homeless families and at-risk youth.  In at least one YARH grantee site, an open 
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conversation with the state housing authority led to the allocation of vouchers for youth at-
risk of homelessness.  While this may not be a common example, the opening of the dialogue 
around the resources available in the community through U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development was an important step to making sure that resources are allocated to 
families and youth involved in the child welfare system.  In addition to housing vouchers, 
local communities may have other supportive programs available to those already housed.   

 
The Family Unification Program Vouchers (FUP) is perhaps the best known example of a 
housing program for young adults aging out of foster care (or who were in foster care after 
the age of 16) as well as for families involved in child welfare.   Over the last two years, 
Congress has expanded the timeframe and supports for FUP vouchers for youth.  In order to 
receive vouchers, the local Public Housing Authority (PHA) must partner through a formal 
MOU with the child welfare agency to document that services will be provided to the young 
adult while in the subsidized housing.  Families do not need to have services paired with the 
housing voucher and their vouchers are not time-limited. 

 
It is critical to understand how housing programs and services are funded in the state and in 
local communities to determine how to best utilize these resources. 

 
• Public and private partnerships to leverage resources and supports. 

 
Partnerships are at the center of both the SHF and YARH demonstration work. The 
Children’s Bureau views partnerships, including public/private partnerships, as critical in 
order to end family and youth homelessness.  Partnerships develop and leverage the 
resources and supports needed to address the needs of families and youth in the child welfare 
system experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness.  At the systems level, SHF 
grantees are required to partner with the local public child welfare agency, local PHAs or 
other housing agency, and at least one community family homeless or domestic violence 
shelter provider.  Each of these partnerships is formalized through MOUs.  Additional 
partnerships include the public and/or private housing agencies; local philanthropic partners; 
employment and education programs; substance abuse treatment, health, mental health, and 
child-serving agencies; family court and criminal justice system. 

 
During the planning phase of YARH, the grantees also worked to develop partnerships at the 
state, local, and community level.  Due to the numerous misconceptions about youth 
homelessness, many of the grantees created open meetings to educate the public about youth 
homelessness in their community.  Creating newsletters and awareness campaigns about the 
needs of youth allowed different partners to come to the table.  
 
Another example of a public/ private partnership was the 2016 New England Ending Youth 
Homelessness Summit.  The Summit was coordinated by ACF with the states in Region 1 
(New England).  The overarching goal was to help all New England states develop a 
coordinated community response to end youth homelessness. The Summit aimed to increase 
state and local leaders’ knowledge of federal policy, model practices and resources targeted 
towards ending youth homelessness; and increase their capacity to identify resources and 



foster effective partnerships among state, federal agencies and local agencies on the frontline 
of ending youth homelessness in New England.  
 
The New England Federal Regional Interagency Council on Homelessness (FRICH) 
Workgroup on Youth Homelessness co-sponsored the event with philanthropic partners 
Liberty Mutual Foundation and the Melville Charitable Trust.   

 


