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1 Interventions and approaches to support
> looked-after young people transitioning
s out of care into independent living

Review question

6.1a: What is the effectiveness of interventions and approaches (including entry into
employment, training, life skills and higher education) to support looked-after young people
transitioning out of care into independent living?

6.1b: Are interventions to support transition out of care for care leavers acceptable and
accessible to care leavers and their providers? What are the barriers to, and facilitators for
the effectiveness of these interventions?

QWO ~NO WM L

11 Introduction
12 Local authorities provide information about children who were previously looked after, who

13 turned 17 to 21 in the year. These were children who were looked after for at least 13 weeks
14 after their 14th birthday, including some time after their 16th birthday. Of those ceasing to be
15 looked after, those moving into independent living represent 16%, with 30% returning home
16 to live with parents, 13% moving out under special guardianship orders, and 12% being

17 adopted. From the 31 March 2019, the number of young people aged 16 and over leaving
18 care to move into independent living has risen each year from 3,720 in 2015, to 4,560 in

19 2017, to 4,680 in 2019. Of those moving into independent living in 2019, 4000 received

20 supportive accommodation while 680 had no formalised support. The proportion of children
21 ceasing to be looked after, who were male, and who ceased on their 18th birthday have both
22 been increasing. This is likely to be influenced by unaccompanied asylum-seeking youth

23 reaching 18 years of age and leaving the care system. 32% of children ceasing to be looked
24 after left on their 18th birthday, up from 23% in 2015. Local authorities are expected to stay
25 “in touch” with care leavers and provide statutory support to help the care leaver transition to
26 living independently. To be counted as ‘in touch’, there should be contact between the local
27 authority and the young person around 3 months before and one month after the young

28 person’s birthday. Local authorities were in touch with 75% of 17-year olds, 93% of 18-year
29 olds and 89% of 19 to 21-year old care leavers.

30

31 Economic and education outcomes for care leavers: From the 31t March 2019, for 18-year
32 olds, 46% were known to be in education, 18% in training or employment and 30% were

33 NEET. For 19 to 21-year olds, 6% were known to be in higher education, 21% were in other
34 education, 25% were in training or employment and 39% were NEET (compared to around
35 12% of all young people aged 19 to 21 years). Information was known for 91% of 19-21-year
36 old care leavers.

37

38 Accommodation outcomes for care leavers: 27% of 18-year-old care leavers were

39 accommodated in semi-independent transitional accommodation; 20% with former foster

40 carers; 13% were living independently; 12% with parents or relatives. 35% of 19 to 21-year-

6
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and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
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1 old care leavers were living independently; 14% in semi-independent transitional

2 accommodation; 11% with parents or relatives; and 8% with former foster carers (“Staying

3 Put”).

4

5 In a July 2016 policy document, Keep on Caring, the Department for Education (DfE) noted

6 that outcomes for care leavers were much worse than for their non-care experienced peers.

7 Care leavers as a group have poor outcomes on key measures such as housing, health,

8 employment, and continuing in education and training post-16. Moreover, the quality and

9 type of leaving care services provided by local authorities to support care leavers
10 transitioning into independence is variable. It is currently unclear what specific interventions
11 are effective in improving outcomes for care leavers. This review will consider interventions
12 to support looked-after children and young people transitioning out of care to independent
13 living.

14 Summary of protocol
15 PICO table

16 Table 1: PICO for review on interventions to support looked after young people
17 transitioning out of care to independent living

Population Looked after young people and care leavers (transitioning out of care into
independent living), aged 16 — 25.

Also including:

e Young people living at home with birth parents but under a full or interim
local authority care order and are subject to looked-after children and
young people processes and statutory duties.

e Young people on remand, detained in secure youth custody and those
serving community orders.

Interventions and approaches to support looked-after young people
transitioning out of care into independent living.

Interventions may include:
e Information and education-giving tools or programmes
e Extended foster care support programmes

e Supported lodgings, training flats, semi-independent living (e.g. “SHIP”
“16 plus”), and lodging arrangements for care leavers in higher
education.

o Life-skills training (independent living skills, specific courses such as on
maintenance, fuse changing, budgeting, finance, and positive risk-
taking)

e Approaches to assist entry into employment, training, and higher
education (e.g. supportive work placements and internships, see also
“care leavers covenant”)

7
NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)
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e Coaching and mentoring (including peer mentoring) schemes (e.g. north
wales advocacy service)

Comparator Services as usual, waiting list or another intervention.

Quantitative outcomes
Following transition:

e Re-entering care (adult social care services)

e Employment and economic independence (including adverse
outcomes such as homelessness)

e Completion of training and education
e Mental and emotional wellbeing
e Quality of life

e Health outcomes (e.g. nutritional intake, dentition, or improved
health behaviours, risk-taking behaviours)

e Criminal outcomes

8
NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)
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1 SPIDER table

2 Table 2: SPIDER table for interventions to support looked after young people
3 transitioning out of care to independent living

Looked after young people and care leavers (transitioning out of care into
independent living), aged 16 — 25.

Also including:

e Young people living at home with birth parents but under a full or interim
local authority care order and are subject to looked-after children and
young people processes and statutory duties.

¢ Young people on remand, detained in secure youth custody and those
serving community orders.

Phenomenon of Health and social care interventions and approaches to support looked-after young
Interest people transitioning out of care to independent living

Including focus groups and interview-based studies (mixed-methods studies will
also be included provided they report relevant qualitative data).

Evaluation Evidence should relate to the views of care leavers, their carers, and providers who
would deliver eligible interventions. Views should consider:

e The accessibility and acceptability of the intervention, including information
about the source and type of intervention used.

e Barriers to and facilitators for intervention effectiveness in supporting care

transitions.
Research type Qualitative and mixed methods
Search date 1990
Exclusion criteria o Mixed-methods studies reporting qualitative data that cannot be

distinguished from quantitative data.
e Countries outside of the UK (unless evidence concerns an intervention
which has been shown to be effective in reviewed quantitative evidence)
e Studies older than the year 2010 (unless not enough evidence, then
progress to include studies between 1990 to current)

Methods and process

4
5 This evidence review was developed using the methods and process described in

6 Developing NICE guidelines: the manual. For further details of the methods used see

7 Appendix N. Methods specific to this review question are described in this section and in the
8

9

0

review protocol in Appendix A.

The search strategies for this review (and across the entire guideline) are detailed in

1 Appendix B.

11 Declarations of interest were recorded according to NICE’s 2018 conflicts of interest policy.

9
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1 Effectiveness evidence

2 Included studies

-~ 0OOW oo~NOoOCOL bW

—_—

After removing duplicates, a total of 36,866 studies were identified from the search. After
screening these references based on their titles and abstracts, 136 studies were obtained
and reviewed against the inclusion criteria as described in the review protocol for
interventions to support transition out of care into independence (Appendix A). Overall, 33
papers (27 original studies) were included. These reported on 8 RCTs, 5 non-RCTs, and 14
qualitative studies.

A summary of included studies and interventions can be found below. Full evidence tables
can be found in Appendix D. The full references of included studies are given in the
reference section of this chapter.

12 Excluded studies

13
14

In total, 103 studies were excluded because they did not meet the eligibility criteria. See
Appendix J for a list of references for excluded studies, with reasons for exclusion. qqq

15 Summary of studies included in the effectiveness evidence

16
17

18
19
20

Included studies described 28 interventions to support transition out of care into
independence.

The tables below present a summary of the populations, comparisons, sample sizes, and
outcomes evaluated in the evidence identified within this review. For further information on
the studies summarised, see full evidence tables in Appendix D.

21 Quantitative evidence

Table 3: Summary of quantitative studies contained within this evidence review

Braciszewski

2018 Youth aged 18-19 years  iHelLP Services as 33 care Proportion of days

old who exited foster (electronic usual leavers abstinent from drug of
(USA) care fewer than 2 years  motivational choice

ago, owns a mobile intervention)

phone and had a
moderate or severe risk
score on the alcohol,
smoking and substance
involvement screening
test (but not currently in
or seeking substance
abuse treatment).

10
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Courtney
2008b/
Greeson
2015a

(USA)

Courtney
2011a/ Zinn
2017
(USA)

Courtney
2011b/
Greeson
2015b
(USA)

Youth aged 17 years old

in out-of-home care.

Youths around the age
of 16, in out-of-home
care.

Aged 16 or older (95%
were aged 16-18 years
old) in intensive foster

care, with a service plan

goal of independent
living or long-term
substitute care.

Life Skills
Training
programme
(LST)

Independent
living —
employment
services (IL-
ES)

Independent
learning
outreach
program

11

Services as
usual

Services as
usual

Services as
usual

482 care
leavers

254 care
leavers

194 care
leavers

Current living situation
Qualifications

Grade completion
College enrolment
Employment

Earnings

Hardship score

Preparedness and job
preparedness score

Delinquency score
Pregnancy

Checking and savings
accounts (Bank)

Receiving financial
assistance

Current living situation
Qualifications

College enrolment
Employment status
Hardship score

Preparedness and job
preparedness score

Delinquency score
Pregnancy

Checking and savings
accounts (Bank)

Receiving financial
assistance

Current living situation
Qualifications

College enrolment
Employment status

Hardship score

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)
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Preparedness and job
preparedness score

Delinquency score
Pregnancy

Checking and savings
accounts (Bank)

Receiving financial

assistance
Courtney 17 year olds in the YVLifeSet a list of other 1322 care Housing instability
2019/ Jacobs  custody of the state programme  social services leavers Qualifications
2018 (child protection system and resources
or juvenile justice that were Employment and
(USA) system) for at least one available in the earnings
year after age 14 or at community Hardship score
least one day after age
17. Social support
Familial closeness
Mental health score
Overall health score
Access to health care
Drug use score
Victimization score
Criminal behaviour
score
Contact with the criminal
justice system
Gray 2018 Aged out of foster care ~ Koru Wait list 36 care Mindfulness score
and enrolled as Mindfulness  control leavers Stress score
(USA) freshmen at University ~ program .
(age not reported) Sleep quality score
Greeson Aged 18 - 20.5 years old  Natural Services as 24 care Mindfulness score
2017 taking part in an Mentoring Usual leavers Emotional regulation
Achieving Independence intervention
(USA) Center. Presently in out- (C.A.R.E.) Mental health score
of-home care f[hrough Psychological sense of
the local DHS; goal for School membership
permanency. score
Youth/Natural Mentor
Relationship Quality
12
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Power 2012
(USA)

69 children aged 16.5 to
17.5 years received
special education
services and have been
in foster care for at least
90 days.

Barnow 2015
(USA)

In out-of-home care
currently or formerly,
between the ages of 16
and 21

TAKE
CHARGE
(self-
determinatio
n coaching
and
mentoring)

Foster Care
Independent
Living
Programme

Non-RCTs

College
preparation

Job
preparation

Life skills
courses

Substance
abuse
counselling

Income
support
services

Parenting
support
classes

GED

preparation/r

Not receiving
these services

69

1058 care
leavers

“Grit” scale
Resilience score
Life Skills

Perceived future
opportunities

Prosocial behaviour
score

Self-determination score
Quality of life

High school completion
Employment
Self-determination scale

Transition planning
engagement score

Independent living
activities score

Post-secondary
education

Completion of GED or
diploma

Employment in a paid
job including
apprenticeship and the
military

Post-secondary
enrolment full-time (or
part time if also
employed part-time)

Any positive outcome
(employment or
education) defined as
having one or more of
the other three
outcomes

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)
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emedial
education

Health
support

Chittleburgh ~ Youth set to leave care  Aftercare Services as 43 Losing tenancies
2010 in the near future (mean  service Usual Criminal conviction after

age 16 years, 11 leaving care
(UK) months). e
Losing contact with

support agencies

Unable to find a job

Jones 2011 Youth in residential care  Transitional ~ Other Living 106 Alcohol and substance
being discharged from housing Arrangements abuse
(USA) foster care, atleast 17 programme Receipt of public

zc.aarr? old at time of financial support
ischarge
9 Housing instability

School attendance
Employment
Earnings

Financial stress score
Social support

Health compared to
others their age (score)

Criminal behaviour and
justice system
involvement

Homelessness

Readiness for
independent living score

Proportion living
independently

Connectedness to the
adult world score

Mental health score

Lee 2012/ Youth in out of home Remaining in  Not remaining 732 care Criminal behaviour and
Lee 2014 care for at least 1 year, care beyond in care beyond leavers justice system

aged 17 years old age 18 age 18 involvement
(USA)

14
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Vorhies 2009 Foster care youth with Thresholds
severe mental illness Mothers’
(USA) who are pregnant and Project

parenting in Chicago, IL.

1 Qualitative evidence

Before and
after study

25 care Brief symptom inventory

leavers Child abuse potential

inventory

Parental expectations of
child behaviour

Parenting stress index
Pregnancy

Suspected child abuse
Child custody change
Hospitalisations
Educational involvement
Employment

Criminal justice
involvement

Table 4: Summary of the qualitative studies contained within this evidence review

Curry Transitional Care leavers

2015 Housing (age over 18)

(USA) Programme

Dworsky Campus Care leavers

2010 Support admitted to

(USA) Programmes college or
university
(age not
defined)

Two
residential
transitional
housing
programmes
in LA,
California.

Ten campus
support
programs in
California
and
Washington
State

15

Two semi-structured interviews.
Participants were also invited to
take photographs that reflected
their time transitioning out of
care. During the follow-up
interview, participants described
each photo, including why they
chose to take the photo, what was
important about the photo, and
what they thought the photo said
about their experience with
housing since

emancipation. Thematic analysis
and triangulation were used.

Mixed methods study using
telephone interviews for
administrators combined with a
web survey for care leavers.
Thematic analysis with multiple
analysts and triangulation (with
the web survey) were used).

Care leavers (14)

Campus support
administrators
(10)

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)
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Gray Koru- Aged out of a large, Focus groups were used with 6 - Care leavers at
2018 mindfulness foster care midwestern, 10 participants in each group. The university (32)
(USA) program and enrolled  public 4-year focus groups took place during
as freshmen  University class time, and students had the
at University option not to participate. Each
(age not focus group was led by a pair of
reported) trained graduate students, who
used a semi-structured interview
protocol consisting of 10 open-
ended questions designed to
gather information about students’
familiarity with the intervention
and their likes, dislikes, and
general perceptions about it. Two
authors performed a thematic
analysis.
Klodnick Therapeuticall Care leavers A therapeutic A purposeful sample was Care leavers (16)
2014 y orientated with mental independent  selected. Semi-structured
(USA) Transitional health living interviews explored experiences
Living problems programme with services, living situation,
Program planning to in lllinois education, employment, and
exit the supportive relationships in
Programme addition to perspectives on goals
within 1 year and the future. Thematic analysis
(age not with multiple analysts was used.
reported)
Lougheed Strengths- Care leavers A community Semi-structured interviews. The Care leavers (8)
2019 based creative (age not hall in participants were a convenience
(Canada) mindfulness- reported) Gibsons, sample within a larger criterion
based group British sample scheme. Interviews
work Columbia occurred at three separate points
in time over an 8-month period:
pre- and postgroup, and at a
follow up period, 4 months after
the group ended. Inductive
thematic analysis was performed
with respondent validation.
Martikk Youth Care Leavers youth Purposive sampling was used to Care leavers (6)
2019 (UK) volunteering (Age not volunteering  select participants who typified Youth worker (1)
programme reported) project in the gender, age and geographical  Social workers
Greater location(s) of those who engaged  (3),
Manchester  with The Project. Semi-structured

Foster carer (1)
Sheltered housing
project worker (1)

interviews were guided by a
themed interview schedule
designed to allow young people to
reflect about their participation in
the project, as well as
contextualise their experience on
the project in their everyday life.
Qualitative data were thematically
analysed using a priori themes
derived from Office of National

16
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Mendes Leaving Care
2011 and After Care
(Australia) Support
Service
Mendes Stand by Me
2017 (UK Personal
(Australia) Advisors
Model)
Rosenwal Independent
d 2013 Living
(USA) Services
Schelbe College
2018 Support
(USA) Program

Care leavers
(Age not
reported)

Care leavers
(Age not
reported)

Care leavers
(age range
between 18
and 23)

Care leavers
admitted to

college (age
not reported)

A Leaving
Care and
After Care
Support
Service in a
rural city
(Bendigo) in
Australia.

The largest
child and
family
welfare
organisation
in Victoria,
SBM workers
worked
alongside
case
managers
and care
teams

Independent
living
services in
Florida provi
ding a range
of services
e.g. financial,
educational,
case
management
, support
groups.

The Student
Enrichment
Program
(STEP) at a
community
college in the
south-
eastern
United States

17

Statistics, as well as based on
additional themes that emerged
during the analysis.

Semi structured interviews with
care leavers used to uncover
information about their pre-care,
in-care, leaving care and post-
care experiences and
participation in the employment
and/or mentoring programs.
Focus group interviews with
service employees, care leavers,
and workers in the Leaving Care
Alliance. Thematic analysis was
used.

Semi-structured interviews
regarding what support young
people reported receiving through
the program, and how they
evaluated that support. Interviews
and focus groups with a range of
professionals and carers were
also conducted. Thematic
analysis was used.

Semi-structured individualised
interviews and focus groups.
Questions included (1) How is the
experience of transition to
adulthood? and (2) How has ILS
been a component in this
transition? Thematic analysis with
multiple analysts was used.

Semi-structured interviews.
Thematic analysis with multiple
analysts was used.

Care leavers (19),
LCACSS workers
(unclear No.),
workers in the
Leaving Care
Alliance (unclear
No.) St Luke’s
leaving care
support workers
and employment
and mentoring
program workers
(unclear No.)

Young people
leaving care (9),
non-SBM
supported youth
(number unclear),
Stand By Me
workers (4), non-
SBM staff (8) from
the various
residential care,
home-based care,
lead tenant and
post care support
programs

Care leavers (6)

Care leaver
Students (8)
former Student
(1), Mentors (5),
Collaborative
Members (8),
Dual Members
(8), Independent
Living Program
Staff (2)

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions

and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into

independent living DRAFT (April 2021)



DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION
Interventions and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living

Schwartz-
Tayri
2017

Sims-
Schouten
2017 (UK)

Greeson
2015a
(USA)

Greeson
2015b
(USA)

Bridges to
Independence
Programme
(Israel)

life-skills
project "New
Belongings"

Natural
mentoring
(Caring Adults
R Everywhere
(CARE))
intervention

Natural
mentoring

Convenience
sample of
looked after
youth aging
out of care
(age not
reported)

Care leavers
with mental
health and
wellbeing
issues (aged
16 to 25
years)

Looked after
youth at risk
of aging out
of care
without a
permanent
family
connection
(15 - 21
years)

Child welfare
workers and
supervisors
who had
served youth
likely to, or
who had,
aged out of
care (15
years and
older)

A transitional
housing and
independent
living
programme
for care
leavers in
Israel

UK-based
study. The
project was
designed to
improve the
life chances
and
outcomes for
those leaving
care.

Urban
charter high
school in the
Northeast
United States

a large urban
city in the
Northeast
United States

18

A semi-structured questionnaire
was used. The interviews
addressed two main topics: a
retrospective evaluation of their
experiences as participants in the
program, and their current
situation in areas such as
housing, employment, health,
social support, service utilization,
life satisfaction and outlook for the
future. Responses to open
questions were subjected to
thematic content analysis.

Semi-structured interviews.
Thematic analysis was used.
Undertaken by University
researchers. Interviews covered
the specific areas of the
programme: living skills, mental
health and wellbeing, and
relationships.

Semi structured interviews. These
covered. (1) their definition of
natural mentoring; (2) their
personal experiences with regard
to natural mentoring relationship;
(3) their thoughts and feelings
toward C.A.R.E., a novel child
welfare-based intervention (4)
their reactions toward the
specific components of C.A.R.E.
(5) their feelings toward
potentially receiving this natural
mentoring intervention. Three
analysts used thematic analysis.

A focus group covering a) the
process older foster youth
experience as they prepare for
emancipation, b) the notion of
natural mentoring specifically for
older youth in foster care, c) the
specific components of the natural
mentoring intervention contained
within the manual, and d) the
challenges, barriers, and
opportunities that may be
associated with the
implementation of a natural
mentoring intervention in a child

Care leavers (25)

Perspectives of
care leavers (22)

Looked after

young people (17)

Child welfare

professionals (20)
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welfare setting. Thematic analysis

was performed.

Spencer Natural Youth aging A mid- Semi structured interviews Youth aging out of
2018 mentoring out of care western city ~ covering: the overall strength of care (12)
(USA) (Youth (aged 16 to in the USA the relationship and types of Mentors (9)
Initiated 25 years) support the mentor provided for
Mentoring) the youth. Thematic analysis with

multiple coders was used.

1 See Appendix D for full evidence tables
2
3 Summary of the effectiveness evidence

4 Quantitative evidence

(¢)]

Randomised Controlled Trials

»

iHelp vs No after care service

o N

(Braciszewski 2018)

Table 5: GRADE table for iHelp text-message intervention vs care as usual

Percent days abstinence during past 30 31 MD 18.15 Very
days: Self-report at 3 months (16.55, 45.45) low
Percent days abstinence during past 30 30 MD 29.27 Very
days: Self-report at 12 months (3.64, 56.36) low

More percent
days abstinent in
intervention arm

More percent
days abstinent in
intervention arm

9 Life Skills Training Programme (classroom and practicum-based training) vs Usual Care

10 Table 6: GRADE table summary for Life skills training programme vs care as usual

11 (Courtney 2008b)
Completion of high school diploma or OR 1.05 (0.71 to
general equivalency diploma (GED) at 2 1.55) Iow
year follow up: Self-report
Attended college at 2-year follow up: 411 OR 0.77 (0.51to Very
Self-report 1.14) low
Overall preparedness at 2 years: Youths 411 MD 0.00 (-0.07, Very
were asked how prepared they felt in 18 0.07) low

areas of adult living. The response

19

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

No meaningful
difference
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ranged from very prepared (4) to not at
all prepared (1)

Job-preparedness at 2 years: Youths 411 MD 0.00 (-0.10, Very No meaningful
were asked how prepared they felt in 3 0.10) low difference
areas of adult living. The response

ranged from very prepared (4) to not at

all prepared (1).

Currently employed at 2-year follow up: 411 OR 0.84 (0.57 to Very Could not

Self-report 1.24) low differentiate

Earnings reported over 2-year follow up 411 MD -$600 Very No meaningful

period: Self-report (-$2065.57 to low difference

$865.57)

Number of residential moves over 2- 411 MD -0.10 (-0.50, Very No meaningful

year follow up period: Self-report 0.30) low difference

Homeless at any point in 2-year follow- 411 ORO0.73 (0.42to Very Could not

up period: Self-report 1.26) low differentiate

Reported at least one hardship by the 411 OR0.74 (0.47 to Very Could not

time of the 2-year follow-up: self-report 1.15) low differentiate

based on 3-item hardship scale

Reported 1 or more delinquent 411 OR 1.20 (0.79to Very Could not

behaviour at 2-year follow-up: Self- 1.81) low differentiate

report based on 15 possible delinquent

behaviours

Total number of delinquent behaviours 411 MD 0.02 (-0.29, Very No meaningful

reported at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 0.33) low difference

based on the 15 possible delinquent

behaviours

1+ assistance with finance reported at 314 OR 0.60 (0.38 to Very Outcome was

any point in 2-year follow-up period 0.96) low less frequent in
the intervention
group

Score on 5-item hardship and financial 411 MD 0.00 (-0.09  Very No meaningful

assistance scale at 2-year follow-up: to 0.09) low difference

Youths were asked whether, in the prior
12 months, they 1) begged, sold
plasma, pawned or sold recyclables for
money, 2) borrowed money for food,
went to food pantry/soup kitchen for
money, went hungry, 3) did not pay rent,
was evicted or did not pay utility/phone
bill, 4) received informal financial
assistance 5) received formal financial
assistance (a score of 5 meaning that
the youth reported at least one element
in each of the 5 categories)

Became pregnant at any point in 2-year 249 OR 1.07 (0.60, Very Could not
follow-up period 1.93) low differentiate
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1 Independent learning - employment service intervention vs usual care

2 Table 7: GRADE table summary for Independent learning — employment service vs
3 care as usual (Courtney 2011a)

Overall preparedness at 2 years: Youths 229 MD -0.01 No meaningful
were asked how prepared they felt in 18 (-0.09, 0.07) Iow difference
areas of adult living. The response
ranged from very prepared (4) to not at
all prepared (1). (see appendix D for full
list of questions)
Job-preparedness at 2 years: Youths 229 MD -0.03 Very No meaningful
were asked how prepared they felt in 3 (-0.13, 0.07) low difference
areas of adult living. The response
ranged from very prepared (4) to not at
all prepared (1). (see appendix D for full
list of questions)
Has high school diploma or GED 229 OR 0.97 Very Could not
certificate at 2-year follow-up: Self-report (0.56, 1.70) low differentiate
Currently enrolled in school at 2-year 229 OR 1.20 Very Could not
follow-up: Self-report (0.70, 2.04) low differentiate
Highest grade achieved in school by 2- 229 MD 0.01 Very No meaningful
year follow-up: Self-report (-0.14, 0.16) low difference
Attended college at any point by 2-year 229 OR 1.42 Very Could not
follow-up: Self-report (0.67, 3.01) low differentiate
Employed at any point in the 12 months 229 OR 0.87 Very Could not
prior to 2-year follow-up: Self-report (0.52, 1.48) low differentiate
Currently employed at 2-year follow-up: 229 OR 1.07 (0.63, Very Could not
Self-report 1.83) low differentiate
Formal earnings in the 12 months prior 229 MD -$460.00 Very No meaningful
to 2-year follow-up: Self-report (-$1385.65, low difference
$465.65)

Reported at least one hardship during 229 OR 1.59 (0.90, Very Could not
the past 12-months, at the time of the 2- 2.81) low differentiate
year follow-up: Self-report based on 3-
item hardship scale (see below)
Score on 3-item hardship scale at 2-year 229 MD 0.18 (-0.04, Very No meaningful
follow-up: Youths were asked whether, 0.40) low difference
in the prior 12 months, they 1) begged,
sold plasma, pawned or sold recyclables
for money, 2) borrowed money for food,
went to food pantry/soup kitchen for
money, went hungry, 3) did not pay rent,
was evicted or did not pay utility/phone
bill (a score of 3 meaning that the youth
reported at least one element in each of
the 3 categories)
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Received public (formal) financial OR 1.65 (0.77,
assistance by 2-year follow-up: Self- 3.53)

report

Received informal financial assistance 229 OR 1.16 (0.68,
by 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.98)
Received any financial assistance by 2- 229 OR 1.21 (0.72,
year follow-up: Self-report 2.04)

Number of residential moves by 2-year 229 MD -0.23 (-0.69,
follow-up: Self-report 0.23)

Having been homeless at any point 229 OR 0.59 (0.22,
during 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.61)
Reported 1 or more delinquent 229 OR 1.08 (0.64,
behaviour at 2-year follow-up: Self- 1.82)

report based on 15 possible delinquent

behaviours see appendix D for more

information)

Total number of delinquent behaviours 229 MD -0.47 (-1.30,
reported at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 0.36)

based on the 15 possible delinquent

behaviours (see appendix D for more

information)

Reported being pregnant at 2-year 133 OR 1.60 (0.70,
follow-up: Self-report 3.65)
Reported having made someone 96 OR 0.69 (0.26,
pregnant at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.82)

Had a savings account at 2-year follow- 229 OR 1.06 (0.60,
up: Self-report 1.86)

Had any account (savings or checking) 229 OR 1.12 (0.66,
at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.90)

1

2 Independent learning outreach programme vs usual care

Iow

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

No meaningful
difference

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

No meaningful
difference

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

3 Table 8: GRADE table summary for independent learning outreach programme vs care

4 as usual (Courtney 2011b)

Remained in foster care at 2 year follow- OR 2.05 (1.13,
up: self-report, based on whether the 3.74)

youth had a DCF social worker, which

was used as a proxy for remaining in

foster care

Overall preparedness at 2 years: Youths 179 MD -0.05 (-0.14,
were asked how prepared they felt in 18 0.04)

22

Very
low

Very
low

Outcome was
more frequent in
intervention arm.

No meaningful
difference
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areas of adult living. The response
ranged from very prepared (4) to not at
all prepared (1)

Job-preparedness at 2 years: Youths 179 MD -0.02 Very No meaningful
were asked how prepared they felt in 3 (-0.12, 0.16) low difference
areas of adult living. The response
ranged from very prepared (4) to not at
all prepared (1)
Has high school diploma or GED 179 OR 1.15 (0.63, Very Could not
certificate at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 2.10) low differentiate
Currently enrolled in school at 2-year 179 OR 1.46 (0.81, Very Could not
follow-up: self-report 2.64) low differentiate
Highest grade achieved in school by 2- 179 MD 0.39 (-0.02, Very Could not
year follow-up: self-report 0.80) low differentiate
Attended college at any point by 2-year 179 OR 2.11 (1.16, Very Outcome was
follow-up: self-report 3.83) low more frequent in

intervention arm.
Attended college at any point by 2-year 179 OR 1.60 (0.93, Very Could not
follow-up: according to StudentTracker 3.06) low differentiate
service of the National Student
Clearinghouse
Attended college and persisted in their 179 OR 2.15 (1.17, Very Outcome was
attendance at 2-year follow-up: self- 3.96) low more frequent in
report intervention arm.
Employed at any point in the 12 months 179 OR 0.96 (0.46, Very Could not
prior to 2-year follow-up: self-report 1.99) low differentiate
Currently employed at 2-year follow-up: 179 OR 0.85 (0.47, Very Could not
self-report 1.53) low differentiate
Formal earnings in the 12 months prior 179 MD 200 Very No meaningful
to 2-year follow-up: self-report (-1381.83, low difference

1781.83)
Reported at least one hardship by the 179 OR 5.42 (0.62, Very Could not
time of the 2-year follow-up: self-report 47.37) low differentiate
based on 3-item hardship scale
Score on 3-item hardship scale at 2-year 179 MD 0.11 (-0.02, Very Could not
follow-up: Youths were asked whether, 0.24) low differentiate
in the prior 12 months, they 1) begged,
sold plasma, pawned or sold recyclables
for money, 2) borrowed money for food,
went to food pantry/soup kitchen for
money, went hungry, 3) did not pay rent,
was evicted or did not pay utility/phone
bill (a score of 3 meaning that the youth
reported at least one element in each of
the 3 categories)
Received public (formal) financial 179 OR 1.57 (0.26, Very Could not
assistance by 2-year follow-up: self- 9.63) low differentiate
report
23
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Received informal financial assistance OR 2.12 (0.38, Could not
by 2-year follow-up: self-report 11.87) Iow differentiate
Received any financial assistance by 2- 179 OR 2.68 (0.51, Very Could not
year follow-up: self-report 14.20) low differentiate
Reported living in a foster home at the 179 OR 0.73 (0.35, Very Could not
point of the 2-year follow-up: self-report 1.54) low differentiate
Reported living in a group home at the 179 OR 1.57 (0.26, Very Could not
point of the 2-year follow-up: Self-report 9.63) low differentiate
Reported living in (non-foster) home of 179 OR 1.04 (0.44, Very Could not
relative at the point of the 2-year follow- 2.46) low differentiate
up: Self-report
Reported living in the home of their 179 OR 0.87 (0.38, Very Could not
parents at the point of the 2-year follow- 2.00) low differentiate
up: self-report
Reported living in ‘other’ home at the 179 OR 0.57 (0.16, Very Could not
point of the 2-year follow-up, or missing 2.02) low differentiate
Number of residential moves by 2-year 179 MD -0.08 (-0.56, Very No meaningful
follow-up: self-report 0.40) low difference
Having been homeless at any point 179 OR 0.68 (0.11, Very Could not
during 2-year follow-up: Self-report 4.18) low differentiate
Reported 1 or more delinquent 179 OR 0.79 (0.44, Very Could not
behaviour at 2-year follow-up: Self- 1.42) low differentiate
report based on 15 possible delinquent
behaviours (see appendix D for more
information)
Total number of delinquent behaviours 179 MD 0.08 (-0.78, Very No meaningful
reported at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 0.94) low difference
based on the 15 possible delinquent
behaviours (see appendix D for more
information)
Reported being pregnant at 2-year 122 OR 0.75 (0.37, Very Could not
follow-up: Self-report 1.55) low differentiate
Received having made someone 57 OR 0.75 (0.37, Very Could not
pregnant at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.55) low differentiate
Received any financial assistance by 2- 179 OR 1.13 (0.62, Very Could not
year follow-up: Self-report 2.03) low differentiate
Received any financial assistance by 2- 179 OR 1.35 (0.69, Very Could not
year follow-up: Self-report 2.62) low differentiate
24
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1 Natural mentoring intervention vs usual care

2 Table 9: GRADE table summary for natural mentoring intervention vs care as usual

3 (Greeson 2017)

Self-reported connection to people in MD 0.20 (-0.68  Very Could not
school, mean score, postintervention: to 1.08) low differentiate
assessed using Goodenow’s

Psychological Sense of School

Membership
Self-reported youth/natural mentor 17 MD 0.30 (-0.05  Very Could not
relationship quality, mean score, to 0.65) low differentiate

postintervention: assessed using the
Youth Mentoring Survey

Self-reported youth/natural mentor 17 Very Could not
relationship quality, mean score, MD 0.30 (-0.22 low differentiate
postintervention: assessed using the to 0.82)

Relational Health Indices

4 TAKE CHARGE vs Foster Care Independent Living Programme

5 Table 10: GRADE table summary for Take Charge intervention vs independent living

6 program (Powers 2012)

Self-determination post intervention: MD 14.22 (4.06  Very Effect favours
assessed using the Arc Self- to 24.38) low intervention group
determination Scale but may be less
than the MID
Self-determination at 1-year follow up: 69 MD 14.20 (4.00 Very Effect favours
assessed using the Arc Self- to 24.40) low intervention group
determination Scale but may be less
than the MID
High school completion post- 69 Very Could not

OR 1.83 (0.61 to

5.49) low differentiate

intervention: School data was collected
from school records (i.e., transcripts,
IEP). Participants completed their
secondary education (either through
graduation or obtaining their GED)

High school leti 1- foll V I
igh school completion at 1-year follow 69 OR 2.63 (0.90 to ery Could not

up: School data was collected from 765 low differentiate
school records (i.e., transcripts, IEP). 65)

Participants completed their secondary

education (either through graduation or

obtaining their GED)

Employment post-intervention: assessed 69 Very Could not
by self-report (“the outcome survey”) (9)§62).84 (0.84 10 low differentiate
Employment at 1-year follow up: 69 Very Could not
assessed by self-report (“the outcome OR 2.08 (0.72 to low differentiate
survey’) 6.01)
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Post-secondary education post- Could not
intervention: defined as attending either 206R725 30(0.20to Iow differentiate
a 2 or 4-year college programme. )

Post-secondary education at 1-year 69 Very Could not
follow up: defined as attending either a 2 OR2.28 (0.71 to low differentiate

or 4-year college programme. 7.37)

1 YVLifeset programme vs usual care

2 Table 11: GRADE table summary for YVLifeset vs care as usual (Courtney 2019)

Has high school diploma at 1-year 1114 OR 1.14 (0.89to Very Could not

follow-up: Self-report 1.44) low differentiate

Has GED certificate at 1- year follow-up: 1114 OR 0.92 (0.66 to Very Could not

Self-report 1.26) low differentiate

Has participated in vocational trainingat 1114 OR 1.39 (0.93to Very Could not

1-year follow-up: Self-report 2.08) low differentiate

Has enrolled in post-secondary 1114 OR 0.82 (0.62to Very Could not

institution at 2-year follow-up: Self-report 1.09) low differentiate

Formal earnings at year 1: Self-report 1114 MD: $611 Very More formal
P=0.043 low earnings in

intervention arm

Total earnings at year 2: Self-report 1114 MD: $244 Very Could not
P=0.555 low differentiate

Employed at any time up until the 1 year 1114 OR 1.25 (0.97 to Very Could not

follow-up: Self-report 1.61) low differentiate

Score on social support scale at year 1: 1114 MD 0.17 Very Could not

Self-report based on a 7-item survey ' low differentiate

assessing the number of people the P=0.084

youth could ask for various types of help

Very close to an adult at 1 year: Self- 1114 OR 1.10 (0.72to Very Could not

report 1.69) low differentiate

Score on familial closeness scale at 1 1114 MD 0.1 Very Could not

year: Self-report based on a 6-iem scale : low differentiate

rating the level of closeness to 6 P=0.801

particular family member

Score on housing instability scale at 1 1114 MD -0.2 Very Lower level of

year: Self-report based on the sum of 4 P=0.005 low housing

dichotomous indicators (whether the instability in

youth experiences: homelessness, intervention arm

couch surging, inability to pay rent, loss

of housing due to inability to pay rent)

Score on economic hardship scale at 1 1114 MD -0.2 Very Lower score on

year: Self-report based on the sum of 5 P=0.022 low economic

dichotomous indicators (whether in the hardship scale in

last year the youth experienced: not intervention arm
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having necessary clothes/shoes,
inability to pay utility bill, having utilities
shut off because of inability to pay bill,
having phone service shut off due to
inability to pay bill and delaying paying a
bill to pay for food)

Homelessness during 1-year follow-up: 1114 OR0.71 (0.54 to Very Fewer people

Self-report 0.94) low reported period
of homelessness
during follow-up
in intervention
arm

Score on mental health problems scale 1114 MD -1.4 Very Lower score on

at 1 year: Self report based on P=0.025 low mental health

responses to the 21-item Depression, problems scale

Anxiety, and Stress Scales (DASS, with scale in

each items scored between 0 [did not intervention arm

apply at all to me over the past week]

and 3 [applied to me very much or most

of the time over the past week)

General health self-reported as being 1114 OR1.52 (1.05t0 Very More participants

“good”, “very good” or “excellent” at 1- 2.20) low reporting general

year follow-up health as being
good or better in
intervention arm

Did not receive medical care when 1114 OR 0.73 (0.57 to Very Participants in

needed during 1 year follow-up: Self- 0.95) low the intervention

report arm were more
likely to received
medical care
when needed

Days binge drinking in past month, 1114 MD -0.2 Very Could not

reported at 1 year follow-up: Self-report P=0.197 low differentiate

Used illegal drugs during the 1 year 1114 OR 0.94 (0.73to Very Could not

follow up: Self-report 1.21) low differentiate

Condom use during last sexual 1114 OR 1.17 (0.91to Very Could not

encounter (or reported as not being 1.49) low differentiate

sexually active during follow up): Self-

report

Spent 1+ nights in jail or prison during 1114 OR 0.89 (0.67 to  Very Could not

the 1 year follow up: Self report 1.17) low differentiate

Score on criminal behaviour scale: Self- 1114 MD 0.00 Very Could not

report based on a 10-item scale P=0.6643 low differentiate

Arrested during 2-year follow-up: Self- 1114 OR 1.00 (0.79to Very Could not

report 1.27) low differentiate

Convicted of a crime during 2-year 1114 OR 1.13 (0.83to Very Could not

follow-up: Self-report 1.54) low differentiate
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1 Non- Randomised Studies

N

College preparation services vs no college preparation services

Table 12: Summary GRADE table (College preparation services vs no college

preparation services)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No statistically

completion of GED or diploma over 2- -0.317 (-1.00to  Low significant

year follow up (assessed by self-report) 0.37) association was
observed between
intervention and
outcome

AW

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
employment in a paid job including 0.561 (0.08 to Low associated with a
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 1.04) more favourable
(assessed by self-report) outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No statistically
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.49 (-0.16 to Low significant

or part-time if also employed part-time 1.14) association was

observed between
intervention and

(assessed by self-report)

outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No statistically
positive outcome (employment or 0.42 (-0.04 to Low significant
education) defined as having one or 0.89) association was

more of the other three outcomes over 2
years (assessed by composite of self-
report outcomes)

observed between
intervention and
outcome

5 Job preparation services vs no job preparation services

6 Table 13: Summary GRADE table (Job preparation services vs no job preparation
7 services)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
completion of GED or diploma over 2- 0.546 (-0.23 to Low was observed

year follow up (assessed by self-report) 1.32) between
intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
employment in a paid job including 0.99 (0.41 to Low associated with a
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 1.58) more favourable
(assessed by self-report) outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was

associated with a
more favourable
outcome

secondary education enrolment full-time
or part-time if also employed part-time
(assessed by self-report)

1.25 (0.1 to Low
2.39)
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Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
positive outcome (employment or 1.03 (0.53 to Low associated with a
education) defined as having one or 1.53) more favourable

more of the other three outcomes over 2
years (assessed by composite of self-
report outcomes)

1 Life skills courses vs no life skills courses

outcome

Table 14: Summary GRADE table (Life skills courses vs no life skills courses)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
completion of GED or diploma over 2- 0.34 (-0.31 to Low was observed
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 0.99) between
intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
employment in a paid job including 0.26 (-0.21 to Low was observed
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.73) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.45 (-0.23 to Low was observed
or part-time if also employed part-time 1.12) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
positive outcome (employment or 0.33 (-0.10 to Low was observed
education) defined as having one or 0.78) between
more of the other three outcomes over 2 intervention and
years (assessed by composite of self- outcome

report outcomes)

3 Substance abuse counselling vs no substance abuse counselling

Table 15: Summary GRADE table (Substance abuse counselling vs no substance

abuse counselling)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
completion of GED or diploma over 2- -0.66 (-1.57 to Low was observed
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 0.25) between

intervention and

outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
employment in a paid job including -0.86 (-1.66to- Low associated with a
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.06) less favourable
(assessed by self-report) outcome
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Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.02 (-0.83 to Low was observed
or part-time if also employed part-time 0.86) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
positive outcome (employment or -1.02 (-1.84 to Low was observed
education) defined as having one or 0.89) between
more of the other three outcomes over 2 intervention and
years (assessed by composite of self- outcome

report outcomes)

1 Income support services vs no income support services

2 Table 16: Summary GRADE table (income support services vs no income support
3 services)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
completion of GED or diploma over 2- 1.37 (0.82 to Low associated with a
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 1.91) more favourable

outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
employment in a paid job including 0.42 (-0.01 to Low was observed
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.85) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and

outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.92 (0.40 to Low associated with a
or part-time if also employed part-time 1.43) more favourable
(assessed by self-report) outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
positive outcome (employment or 0.71 (0.28 to Low associated with a
education) defined as having one or 1.15) more favourable
more of the other three outcomes over 2 outcome

years (assessed by composite of self-
report outcomes)

4 Parenting support services vs no parenting support services

5 Table 17: Summary GRADE table (parenting support services vs no parenting support
6 services)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
completion of GED or diploma over 2- 0.82 (0.06 to Low associated with a
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 1.58) more favourable
outcome
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Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
employment in a paid job including 0.23 (-0.43 to Low was observed
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.90) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.01 (-0.71 to Low was observed
or part-time if also employed part-time 0.74) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
positive outcome (employment or 0.40 (-0.28 to Low was observed
education) defined as having one or 1.09) between
more of the other three outcomes over 2 intervention and
years (assessed by composite of self- outcome

report outcomes)

1 GED preparation/remedial education support vs no GED preparation/remedial education

2

A w

support

Table 18: Summary GRADE table (GED preparation/remedial education support vs no
GED preparation/remedial education support)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
completion of GED or diploma over 2- 0.18 (-0.37 to Low was observed
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 0.72) between
intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
employment in a paid job including 0.35 (-0.11 to Low was observed
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.81) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
secondary education enrolment full-time 0.05 (-0.53 to Low was observed
or part-time if also employed part-time 0.62) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
positive outcome (employment or 0.30 (-0.15 to Low was observed
education) defined as having one or 0.75) between
more of the other three outcomes over 2 intervention and
years (assessed by composite of self- outcome
report outcomes)
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1 Health support services vs no health support services

2 Table 19: Summary GRADE table (Health support services vs no health support
3 services)

Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
completion of GED or diploma over 2- -0.49 (-1.11 to Low was observed
year follow up (assessed by self-report) 0.14) between
intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
employment in a paid job including -0.17 (-0.31 to Low was observed
apprenticeship and military over 2 years 0.65) between
(assessed by self-report) intervention and
outcome
Association of intervention with post- 1058 Beta coefficient  Very Intervention was
secondary education enrolment full-time -0.59 (-1.17to- Low associated with a
or part-time if also employed part-time 0.01) less favourable
(assessed by self-report) outcome
Association of intervention with any 1058 Beta coefficient  Very No association
positive outcome (employment or 0.17 (-0.65 to Low was observed
education) defined as having one or 0.32) between
more of the other three outcomes over 2 intervention and
years (assessed by composite of self- outcome

report outcomes)

4 Transitional housing program vs other living arrangements

5 Table 20: GRADE table summary for Transitional housing program vs other living

6 arrangements (Jones 2011)

Mean number of housing moves at 6 MD -1.14 [-1.57, Intervention was

months: self-report -0.71] Iow associated with
an improvement
but may be less

than the MID
Mean number of housing moves at 12 80 MD -1.58 [-2.65, Very Intervention was
months: self-report -0.51] low associated with

an improvement
but may be less

than the MID
Mean number of housing moves at 24 50 MD -1.34 [-4.60, Very Could not
months: self-report 1.92] low differentiate
Number who were without a place to 106 OR 0.07 [0.00, Very Could not
sleep for one night at 6 months: self- 1.20] low differentiate
report
Number who were without a place to 80 OR 0.04 [0.00, Very Effect favoured
sleep for one night at 12 months: self- 0.77] low intervention
report
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Number who were without a place to OR 0.57 [0.02, Could not
sleep for one night at 24 months: self- 14.66] Iow differentiate
report
Readiness for independent living score 106 MD -0.07 [-0.17, Very Could not
at 6 months: self-report, the Ansel- 0.03] low differentiate
Casey Life Skills Assessment—Short
Version (ACLSA)
Readiness for independent living score 80 MD -0.18 [-0.30, Very Intervention was
at 12 months: self-report, the Ansel- -0.06] low associated with
Casey Life Skills Assessment—Short an improvement
Version (ACLSA) but may be less
than the MID

Readiness for independent living score 50 MD 0.11 [-0.76,  Very No meaningful
at 24 months: self-report, the Ansel- 0.98] low effect
Casey Life Skills Assessment—Short
Version (ACLSA)
Number living independently by 6 94 OR 0.16 [0.06, Very Effect favours
months: self-report, living independently 0.43] low control group
meant that the youth were not residing
with parents, relatives, or were in some
form of institutional care and had a
permanent residence where they paid
rent.
Number living independently by 12 80 OR 0.35 [0.13, Very Effect favours
months: self-report, living independently 0.91] low control group but
meant that the youth were not residing may be less than
with parents, relatives, or were in some the MID
form of institutional care and had a
permanent residence where they paid
rent.
Number living independently by 24 50 OR 0.34 [0.09, Very Could not
months: self-report, living independently 1.25] low differentiate
meant that the youth were not residing
with parents, relatives, or were in some
form of institutional care and had a
permanent residence where they paid
rent.
Number attending school/education at6 106 OR 1.09 [0.51, Very Could not
months: self-report 2.34] low differentiate
Number attending school/education at 80 OR 0.73 [0.30, Very Could not
12 months: self-report 1.77] low differentiate
Number attending school/education at 50 OR 0.72 [0.22, Very Could not
24 months: self-report 2.33] low differentiate
Number employed at 6 months: self- 106 OR 1.00 [0.47, Very Could not
report 2.15] low differentiate
Number employed at 12 months: self- 70 OR 1.59 [0.62, Very Could not
report 4.09] low differentiate
Number employed at 24 months: self- 50 OR 0.43 [0.12, Very Could not
report 1.59] low differentiate
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Number unemployed “at some point” at OR 0.36 [0.15, Effect favours

6 months: self-report 0.85] Iow control group but
may be less than
the MID

Number unemployed “at some point”at 80 OR 0.65 [0.24, Very Could not

12 months: self-report 1.71] low differentiate

Number unemployed “at some point”at 50 OR 0.23 [0.06, Very Effect favours

24 months: self-report 0.88] low control group but
may be less than
the MID

“Connectedness to the adult world” at6 106 MD 0.06 [-0.24, Very No meaningful

months: Self-report: a series of 0.37] low difference

questions about employment, schooling,

marriage, and child rearing was asked

as measures of positive engagement

with the adult world. “Connectedness”

was constructed by summing the

number of connections a youth had in

each domain.

“Connectedness to the adult world” at 12 80 MD -0.09 [-0.47, Very Could not

months: Self-report: a series of 0.29] low differentiate

questions about employment, schooling,

marriage, and child rearing was asked

as measures of positive engagement

with the adult world. “Connectedness”

was constructed by summing the

number of connections a youth had in

each domain.

“Connectedness to the adult world” at 24 50 MD -0.62 [-1.09, Very Could not

months: Self-report: a series of -0.15] low differentiate

questions about employment, schooling,

marriage, and child rearing was asked

as measures of positive engagement

with the adult world. “Connectedness”

was constructed by summing the

number of connections a youth had in

each domain.

Mean monthly income at 6 months, in 106 MD 102.00 [- Very Could not

dollars: self-report 126.63, 330.63] low differentiate

Mean monthly income at 12 months, in 80 MD -241.00 [- Very Could not

dollars: self-report 594.43,112.43] low differentiate

Mean monthly income at 24 months, in 50 MD -67.00 [- Very Could not

dollars: self-report 169.83, 35.83] low differentiate

Mean financial stress score at 6 months: 106 MD -1.12 [-1.67, Very Effect favours

self-report, assessed by asking students -0.57] low control group but

five yes or no questions. These were: may be less than

did they ever miss a meal for lack of the MID

money, were they ever evicted, had they

lost phone service, or could they not pay

a rent or utility bill? These items were
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summed and reported as the variable
identified as financial stress

Mean financial stress score at 12 80 MD -0.21 [-0.77, Very Could not
months: self-report, assessed by asking 0.35] low differentiate
students five yes or no questions. These

were: did they ever miss a meal for lack

of money, were they ever evicted, had

they lost phone service, or could they

not pay a rent or utility bill? These items

were summed and reported as the

variable identified as financial stress

Mean financial stress score at 24 50 MD -67.00 [- Very Could not
months: self-report, assessed by asking 169.83, 35.83] low differentiate
students five yes or no questions. These

were: did they ever miss a meal for lack

of money, were they ever evicted, had

they lost phone service, or could they

not pay a rent or utility bill? These items

were summed and reported as the

variable identified as financial stress

Receipt of public assistance by 6 106 OR 0.55[0.13, Very Could not
months: self-report 2.44] low differentiate
Receipt of public assistance by 12 80 OR 0.52 [0.16, Very Could not
months: self-report 1.73] low differentiate
Receipt of public assistance by 24 50 OR 0.68 [0.12, Very Could not
months: self-report 3.89] low differentiate
With a clinical/borderline substance 106 OR 0.14 [0.05, Very Effect favours
abuse problem at 6 months: Young 0.41] low the intervention
Adult Self-Report (YASR)
With a clinical/borderline substance 80 OR 0.52 [0.20, Very Could not
abuse problem at 12 months: Young 1.38] low differentiate
Adult Self-Report (YASR)
With a clinical/borderline substance 50 OR 0.10 [0.01, Very Effect favours
abuse problem at 24 months: Young 0.83] low control group but
Adult Self-Report (YASR) may be less than
the MID
With a clinical/borderline alcohol 106 OR 0.13 [0.04, Very Effect favours
problem at 6 months: Young Adult Self- 0.49] low the intervention
Report (YASR)
With a clinical/borderline alcohol 80 OR 0.28 [0.08, Very Effect favours
problem at 12 months: Young Adult Self- 0.95] low control group but
Report (YASR) may be less than
the MID
With a clinical/borderline alcohol 50 OR 0.38 [0.07, Very Could not
problem at 24 months: Young Adult Self- 2.00] low differentiate
Report (YASR)
With a clinical/borderline drug problem 106 OR 0.39 [0.16, Very Effect favours
at 6 months: Young Adult Self-Report 0.96] low control group but
(YASR) may be less than
the MID
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With a clinical/borderline drug problem OR 0.23 [0.08, Effect favours
at 12 months: Young Adult Self-Report 0.67] Iow the intervention
(YASR)

With a clinical/borderline drug problem 50 OR 0.28 [0.05, Very Could not
at 24 months: Young Adult Self-Report 1.43] low differentiate
(YASR)

Number previously arrested at 6 106 OR 0.96 [0.06, Very Could not
months: self-report 15.80] low differentiate
Number previously arrested at 12 80 OR 0.60 [0.13, Very Could not
months: self-report 2.70] low differentiate
Number previously arrested at 24 50 OR 0.13 [0.02, Very Could not
months: self-report 1.11] low differentiate
Number previously jailed at 6 months: 106 OR 0.31 [0.01, Very Could not
self-report 7.91] low differentiate
Number previously jailed at 12 months: 80 OR 0.60 [0.13, Very Could not
self-report 2.70] low differentiate
Number previously jailed at 24 months: 50 OR 0.11 [0.01, Very Could not
self-report 2.08] low differentiate
Number victims of crime at 6 months: 106 OR 0.07 [0.00, Very Could not
self-report 1.20] low differentiate
Number victims of crime at 12 months: 80 OR 0.60 [0.13, Very Could not
self-report 2.70] low differentiate
Number victims of crime at 24 months: 50 OR 6.20 [0.59, Very Could not
self-report 64.73] low differentiate

1 Still in care vs leaving care

2 Table 21: GRADE table summary for still in care (between ages 17 — 23) vs leaving care

3 (Lee 2012/2014)

Involvement in violent crimes (women): OR0.94 (0.31to Very Could not
self-reported 1.57)! Low differentiate
Involvement in property crimes 732 OR 1.02 (0.37 to Very Could not
(women): self-reported 1.67)! Low differentiate
Involvement in drug crimes (women): 732 ORO0.71 (0.12to Very Could not
self-reported 1.30)" Low differentiate
Involvement in any crimes (women): 732 OR 1.44 (0.64 to Very Could not
self-reported 2.24)! Low differentiate
Involvement in violent crimes (men): 732 OR 1.26 (0.50to Very Could not
self-reported 2.02)! Low differentiate
Involvement in property crimes (men): 732 OR 0.57 (0.20 Very Effect favours
self-reported to 0.94)" Low intervention but

may be less than
the MID

Could not
differentiate

Involvement in drug crimes (men): self- 732
reported

OR 0.63 (0.20to Very
1.06)" Low
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OR 1.20 (0.53 to Very

Involvement in any crimes (men): self-
reported

Arrests (women): self-reported,

Incarceration (women): self-reported,
spent one night in jail, prison, juvenile
hall, or another correctional facility.

Conviction (women): self-reported

Arrests (men): self-reported

Incarceration (men): self-reported, spent
one night in jail, prison, juvenile hall, or
another correctional facility.

Conviction (men): self-reported

1 Out of care by age 18-19 vs remaining in care

732

732

732

732

732

732

1.87)"

OR 0.48 (0.21
to 0.75)"

OR 0.52 (0.15
to 0.89)"

OR 0.53 (0.14
to 0.92)'

OR 0.64 (0.27 to

1.01)"

OR 0.71 (0.24 to

1.18)!

OR 0.96 (0.29 to

1.62)"

Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Could not
differentiate

Effect favours
intervention

Effect favours
intervention but
may be less than
the MID

Effect favours
intervention but
may be less than
the MID

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

2 Table 22: GRADE table summary for out of care by age 18-19 vs remaining in care (Lee

3 2012/2014)

Time to first adult arrest
among women over 6 years

follow up

Time to first adult arrest 732
among men over 6 years

follow up

Time to first adult violent 732

offense among women over 6
years follow up

Time to first adult violent 732
offense among men over 6
years follow up

Beta coefficient
-3.05 (-3.87 to -2.23)

Beta coefficient
-2.59 (-3.24 to -1.94)

Beta coefficient
-2.97 (-3.98 to -1.95)

Beta coefficient
-3.95 (-4.97 to -2.93)
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Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Very
Low

Intervention is
associated with
an improvement,
unclear if more
than the MID

Intervention is
associated with
an improvement,
unclear if more
than the MID

Intervention is
associated with
an improvement,
unclear if more
than the MID

Intervention is
associated with
an improvement,
unclear if more
than the MID
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1 Aftercare service vs No after care service

2 Table 23: GRADE table summary for Aftercare service vs care as usual (Chittleburgh

3 2010)

Losing tenancy within 6-12 months of
leaving care

Received criminal conviction after
leaving care

Lost contact with support agency after
leaving care

Unable to find a job within 2 years of
leaving care

4 Threshold Mothers Service

43

43

43

OR 0.00
(0.00, 0.04)

OR0.16
(0.03, 0.88)

OR 0.02
(0.00, 0.21)

OR 0.04
(0.01, 0.19)

Iow

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Fewer
participants
having lost
tenancy in
intervention arm.

Fewer criminal
convictions in
intervention arm.

Fewer
participants
having lost
contact with
support agency
after leaving
care.

Fewer
participants
unable to find a
jobin
intervention arm.

5 Table 24: GRADE table summary for Threshold Mothers Service (Vorhies 2009)

Brief symptom inventory: Global
Severity Index after 10 months of
intervention, assessed by self-report

Brief symptom inventory: Positive
Symptom Distress Scale after 10
months of intervention, assessed by
self-report

Brief symptom inventory: Positive
Symptom Total after 10 months of
intervention, assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Abuse sub-scale
after 10 months of intervention,
assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Distress sub-
scale after 10 months of intervention,
assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Rigidity sub-scale
after 10 months of intervention,
assessed by self-report

16

17

17

17

MD -0.30 (-
10.20, 9.60)

MD 3.51 (-5.86,

12.88)

MD 0.34 (-8.99,

9.67)

MD 14.79 (-
63.86, 93.44)

MD 8.82 (-
46.55, 64.19)

MD -2.28 (-
11.93, 7.37)

38

Iow

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Very
low

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not

differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate

Could not
differentiate
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Child Abuse Potential: Unhappiness MD 1.93 (-8.13, Could not
sub-scale after 10 months of 11.99) Iow differentiate
intervention, assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Problems with 17 MD -0.76 (-5.88, Very Could not
Child and Self sub-scale after 10 months 4.36) low differentiate
of intervention, assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Problems with 17 MD 1.68 (-9.77,  Very Could not
Family sub-scale after 10 months of 13.13) low differentiate
intervention, assessed by self-report

Child Abuse Potential: Problems with 17 MD 3.42 (-2.22,  Very Could not
Others sub-scale after 10 months of 9.06) low differentiate
intervention, assessed by self-report

Parenting Stress Inventory: Child 12 MD -0.16 (- Very Could not
Domain Total (including 27.99, 27.67) low differentiate

distractibility/hyperactivity, adaptability,
reinforces parent, demandingness,
mood and acceptability subscales) after
10 months of intervention, assessed by

self-report
Parenting Stress Inventory: Parent 12 MD 0.58 (- Very Could not
Domain Total (including competence, 24.13, 25.29) low differentiate

isolation, attachment, health, role
restriction, depression and spouse
subscales) after 10 months of
intervention, assessed by self-report

Maintained employment for the last 6 25 OR 0.08 (0.00, Very Could not
months (after an average of 1 year in 1.30) low differentiate
the programme, range from less than 3

months to over 2.5 years): assessed by

self-report

1 University-based mindfulness program vs wait list

2 Table 25: Summary GRADE table (University-based mindfulness program vs Wait List)

Mindfulness score at post intervention: 36 MD 7.20 [-6.05, Very Could not
assessed using the self-reported Five 20.45] Low differentiate
Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire
Mindfulness score at post intervention 36 MD 6.9 (P>0.05) Very No statistically
(difference in difference in score from Low significant
baseline): assessed using the self- association was
reported Five Facet Mindfulness observed
Questionnaire
Sleep Quality score at post intervention: 36 MD -5.90 [-9.15, Very Effect favours
assessed using the self-reported -2.65] Low intervention
Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index group but may
be less than the
MID
39

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living DRAFT (April 2021)



DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION
Interventions and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into
independent living

—_—

Sleep Quality score at post intervention MD -3.1 Very No statistically
(difference in difference in score from (P>0.05) Low significant
baseline): assessed using the self- association was
reported Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index observed
Stress score at post intervention: 36 MD -4.70 [-8.12, Very Effect favours
assessed using the self-reported -1.28] Low intervention
Perceived Stress Scale group but may
be less than the
MID
Stress score at post intervention 36 MD -3.3 Very No statistically
(difference in difference in score from (P>0.05) Low significant
baseline): assessed using the self- association was
reported Perceived Stress Scale observed
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1 Qualitative evidence

2 Summary CERQual table (Experience of participants receiving Transitional Housing or Independent Living Services)

Themes illustrative quotes Studies CERQual CERQu_a I
concerns explanation
Shaydon photographed a room he 4 ) )
Skills learned as a tools on a journey to building a new was renovating at his internship Curry 2015 ML: No concerns All studies were from
life: site, which he explained Klodnick 2014 |C: Minor concerns outside of the UK. A

The provision of life skills was perceived as an important
component of tangible services for a majority of the
participants, including internships, financial management and
school registration/financial aid assistance. When discussing
transitioning to adulthood, one participant stated having
support in the area of finance would be helpful. Another
participant stated learning how to build credit would be useful.
One participant indicated an appreciation for how ILS taught
youth how to manage their money. A participant indicated that
assistance with school would help her to be in a win—win
situation. Another participant stated assistance would be useful
in “signing up for school, and financial aid.”

represented the new carpentry
and building skills he had
developed during his time in the
transitional housing program:
“Starting from scratch. Starting
over. We could always, like build
over, you know. You can always
build. You just need your tools,
you know?” (Care Leaver)

“I wish that we had groups that—
when we would make it out in the
real world—we wouldn’t be as
stunned, you know, dealing with
you know the day to day things of
paying your rent, paying your
cable bill, paying your phone bill.
See [the program] does all that for
you. You end up getting co-
dependent on the staff doing
things for you.”

"I would say that ... it was hard,
just not knowing everything, ...
how to shop, and different little
budgeting skills, about electricity

and paying rent, and, yeah, it was,

Rosenwald 2013
Schwartz-Tayri
2017

A: No concerns

R: Moderate concerns

Overall:
Very Low

disparate range of skills
training was
recommended.
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it was definitely hard, but ... | think
with ... support ... as long as you
have support, it’s ... doable, it's
definitely able to be done."

“[l would like to be] learning how
to build credit and ... stuff like
that, cause | still don’t know to this
day.”

"[Things] like that, credit building,
credit ways to help you build
credit. Like, | remember at first |
didn’t know about the bank
system. And, | think | was like 17
turning 18 and I really didn’t know
how to go set up a bank account
and what was that account, and,
like you have a savings and you
have a checking ... | didn’t really
know the difference between it,
why you needed to have two."

“It’s pretty good. Sometimes ... it
gets ... interesting, like they have
... groups for kids ... they teach
kids how to ... manage they
money ... [further] ... like if you
[are] older, like over 18, they
teach you how to ... manage your
money and ... get a job, stuff like
that."”

2 "[ Just] learning about ... how did
I sign up for school when | was
signing up for [local college]—I
didn’t know exactly what to do—
you know, luckily | had my
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Godmom, who, ... she helped me
out as far as going there and
signing up for financial aid and
stuff like that. Um, because | did
ask my ... IL specialist and, you
know, she was, you know, giving
me a run around and telling me
basically to do it myself when |
wanted, you know, | didn’t know
how to do it."

Building new relationships as part of independent living
services — Particularly supportive peer groups, but also
the staff.

The participants explained that in order to let go and move
forward, they recognized they needed to change their
attitudes and priorities. For many of these young adults, part
of this process of change involved surrounding themselves
with peers who were positive and self-motivated to make
change in their lives. Programs included different frequency
of peer-support gatherings. E.g. weekly gatherings of
program participants to provide ongoing peer connections,
ideas, and support, or monthly gatherings of this type. For
some participants, the peer gatherings served as a source
of connections to prosocial peers that they believed were
moving in a positive direction. For example, Shaydon met
people through his housing program who invited him to
spoken word events. By purposely surrounding himself with
former foster youth and young men of color who were
engaging in positive activities, Shaydon was able to
reinforce his new priorities. When asked about what the best
part of services were, most participants responded with the
name of a staff person, typically a therapist or a residential
staff. Participants described these individuals as those who

“l encourage [my peers], they
encourage me. | like to think we
all got some dreams — we don’t
wanna be like average, you know,
typical foster youth that didn’t
make anything of their self.”

“stop being childish, stop looking
for like a fun time, actually try to,
you know, work on a career that
I've picked.”

‘[RE staff] Care leavers should
‘take heed of what they are trying
to tell you. They aren’t here to hurt
you... take anything from you...
make you paranoid...they are just
here to help you.’

“[program staff] is good company
to be with... [the program] is good
company to be with. People who
care about you if you care about
yourself. People will help you if
you want to be helped.”

“l. . .] like a mother”

3
Curry 2015
Klodnick 2014
Schwartz-Tayri
2017

ML: No concerns
C: Minor concerns
A: Minor concerns

R: Moderate concerns

Overall:

Very Low

Only 2 studies
contributed to this
theme. All studies were
from outside of the UK.
Recommended positive
relationships
encompassed peer
support and the staff
who were a part of the
independent living
programme.

NICE looked-after children and young people (update): evidence reviews for interventions
and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into

independent living DRAFT (April 2021)

43




DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION

Interventions and approaches to support looked-after young people transitioning out of care into

independent living

[T

(1) “care,” “understand” or “agree” with them, (2) they trust;
and (3) “want to help” and are consistent in “being there.’
The importance of relationships with staff was emphasized
again when participants were asked what advice they have
for young people who have not yet exited the TLP.
Emphasis was placed on trusting program staff and being
open to asking for and receiving help.

“She was with me when | gave
birth”
“She didn't try to educate me—

just to be with me”

“She is still in touch with me,
although she is not required to be”

“When he is with me, he is totally
attentive to me, not focusing on
anything else.”

Receiving therapeutic services as part of support for
independent living

As part of his transitional housing program, Kyle has
received therapy, participated in an internship, and
established relationships with staff and peers in the
transitional housing program, all of which helped Kyle
achieve a new level of understanding of his past and
present. Kyle described his photo, focusing on the light
breaking through the dark storm clouds as a symbol that the
storm was beginning to clear. The transitional housing
program has provided Kyle the space to develop a new
outlook on life, and to him the dark storm clouds
representing his past are starting to drift away. In his
interpretation of the photo, he said he felt that the worst
things in his life were behind him and he could look to the
future with hope and optimism. In one study, counselling
was found to provide emotional support (to complement
material support) and “the strength to keep going”. Most
described their counselor as responsive to their needs,
accessible, and treating them with respect. They saw him or
her as someone they could confide in with their problems

“I can’t be stressed out about
certain things that | can’t control.
You know, it's. .. | don’t know, it's
a lot of things that’s changed in
the transition that I'm in. | can
think of so many things in this
picture. Yeah, | just feel like even
the worst things are gonna kinda
drift away. Get blown away."
(Care Leaver)

“I get to talk to somebody
[therapist] who would actually
listen and try to help me through
my issues.” (Care Leaver)

3
Curry 2015
Klodnick 2014
Schwartz-Tayri
2017

ML: No concerns
C: No concerns
A: Minor concerns

R: Moderate concerns

Overall:

Very Low

Only 3 studies
contributed to this
theme. All studies were
from outside of the UK
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and worries, and on whom they could depend. Many
reported that their counselor continued to be available to
them after they left the program. Staff members were
described as significant sources of support and as fostering
real change. The atmosphere in the program was likened to
that of a family (“Suddenly it felt like | had a family”; “I felt
that they were proud of us”; “They didn’t let go until | got
settled”). Relations with the staff were described in terms of

emotional closeness, and continuous support.

Independence and the young adult’s efforts to establish
control her or his own life. Dimensions of this theme
included learning independent living skills and valuing self-
reliance. Some participants described moments in their
childhood or earlier stages of their transition into adulthood
when they felt out of control and hopeless. In contrast, many
of the participants indicated the felt empowered by this new
sense of control, and many depicted independence. For

not to, when to go eat, when not
to go eat, you know? It feels good
for me, ‘cuz, you know, being in
that [ foster care] placement, it
was like almost like jail." (Care
Leaver)

"It’s basically that house that
helped me get started, to where |

A: Moderate concerns

R: Moderate concerns

Overall:

Very Low

"I even feel like..I feel cooler for 1 e
Learning to sacrifice short-term happiness for long term  |saying no [to drugs], like, back in Curry 2015 ML: Minor concerns Only 1 study
goals. the day if | would say no, | guess | C: No concerns contributed to this
would feel like, I'm gonna say . theme. This study was
For example, learning to say no to drug taking and yeah, because I'm gonna be A: Serious concerns from outside of the UK.
excessive drinking. Learning to focus on future goals. cooler or something." R: Moderate concerns | 1 his study was rated
Jesuina reported that she felt that she had changed her moderate risk of bias.
perspective and priorities, and was more focused on her “Sometimes you gotta give up o It
future. Participants explained that in order to let go and some things in order to get other verail:
move forward, they recognized they needed to change their  |things.” Very Low
attitudes and priorities. For many of these young adults, part
of this process of change involved surrounding themselves
with peers who were positive and self-motivated to make
changes in their lives.
“I'm independent. | don’t got 2 .
Transitional housing supports independence and people telling me what to do all Curry 2015 ML: No concerns Only 2 studies
“freedom” the time. When to go to bed, when| Klodnick 2014 |C: No concerns contributed to this

theme. All studies were
from outside of the UK
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example, Transitional housing allowed Brayden to take
control over his life and exercise autonomy. His comments
revealed that this sense of control was significant even in
the smallest details of his life such as what he eats, which
was so meaningful to him that he chose to document his
dinner as part of his journey toward independence. Anne
found meaning in her first apartment because the sense of
place signified the beginning of the process of learning to be
an adult and with it, a sense of autonomy and responsibility.
Similar to Shaydon, Anne’s experience in the transitional
housing program was the first time she felt that she held the
power over her own decisions, both large and small. When
discussing perceptions of services, most participants
referred explicitly to having “freedom” and often cited
learning to do things on their own as something they liked
about services

am now, living on my own
because | never lived on my own
before. . . [ spent time] learning
how to be an adult because in
foster care like everything’s done
for you, all the decisions are made
for you so it’s kind of hard to make
your own decisions ‘cuz 