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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Rapid Re-housing (RRH) is an effective, cost-efficient model of housing intervention for households experiencing
homelessness. RRH has grown significantly in Chicago in recent years, serving 6,196 unique people in 3,791
households from 2014 through 2017. This model is widely used nationally and poised for further growth in
Chicago. Using Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) data to analyze local RRH programs, All
Chicago has created this report, the first comprehensive review of RRH in Chicago, to better understand the
landscape of RRH programs in Chicago, gauge performance at the system and project levels, and recommend
improvements based on this analysis.
RRH in Chicago (2014 to 2017): 6,196 unique people in 3,791 households
CoC, 13%

ESG, 26%

SSVF, 61%

RRH has become one of the major intervention models used to respond to homelessness in Chicago. This
report aims to help inform and encourage that growth. In Chicago, the RRH model is funded by three
different sources: Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF), Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG), and the
Continuum of Care (CoC).

RRH moves households into permanent housing as quickly as possible
and achieves housing stability by employing three core components:
housing identification, rent and move-in assistance, and supportive
services. RRH is client-driven, with support services and rental
assistance based on each household’s unique needs. It follows the
concept of progressive engagement, where the household is given
the minimum amount of support needed to achieve stable housing,
adding additional support if needed. The result is a program model
that maximizes system-wide benefits, reaching as many people as
possible by prioritizing flexible support individualized to each
household’s needs.

DEMOGRAPHICS
RRH Enrollees

Overall Chicago
Homeless System

Families with Children
23%

15%

Black or African American
81%

78%
Veterans

68%
8%
Demographically, the average head of a household enrolled in RRH is
male, single, black or African American, 47 years old, and a veteran.
However, there are significant differences in the characteristics of households served across the three funding
sources. For example, while 74% of all RRH enrollees are single, within CoC-funded projects 69% of households
are families with children. Understanding participant characteristics is essential to ensure that projects meet
every household’s needs, since those needs differ by population.
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73%

OUTCOMES

returned to
homelessness

exited to permanent
housing from project
enrollment

18%
46

average days from
project enrollment to
move into housing

Chicago Rapid Re-Housing Outcome Highlights
from 2014 to 2017:
• 73% of all RRH enrollees were living in
permanent housing when they exited their
RRH enrollment.
• Of the 73% of enrollees who were living in
permanent housing when they exited RRH,
only 18% returned to homelessness.
• Those that moved into housing did so an
average of 46 days after their enrollment.

Ultimately, the single factor most correlated with better outcome performance was whether a household
moved into housing as part of RRH enrollment. Such households consistently had greater increases in
income, higher rates of exit to permanent housing, and lower rates of return to homelessness.

The extensive demographic and outcomes data analysis, gleaned from nearly 4,000 RRH enrolled households,
provides rich information to recommend policy improvements so that this model can better serve clients across
Chicago. Opportunities to improve how RRH is designed, implemented, and overseen include expanding
landlord engagement, standardizing policies and procedures between funding sources, and expanding peerto-peer support between service providers. Additionally, there are opportunities to increase RRH availability
through policy, advocacy, and communications, as well as to refine and communicate best practices for RRH
providers and case managers.
All Chicago looks forward to continuing discussions on Rapid Re-housing with this report serving as a starting
point to prompt further analysis. Future topics of analysis could include, for example, identifying more detailed
trends among those who return to homelessness. System-level impacts could also be explored, such as how
RRH’s outcomes and costs per household compare to those of other housing models. All Chicago hopes that this
report will not only increase readers’ understanding of the RRH model in Chicago, but also guide the model’s
growth by spurring discussion and action aimed at its continuous improvement.
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INTRODUCTION
Rapid Re-housing (RRH) has emerged as a promising, cost-effective strategy for addressing homelessness in the
United States. Federal agencies have demonstrated their support for RRH in meaningful ways: two federally
funded programs, the Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing Program (HPRP) and the Rapid Rehousing for Homeless Families Demonstration Program (RRHD), significantly increased the use and popularity of
the housing intervention in the years following the 2007-2009 economic recession. In Opening Doors: Federal
Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness, the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
(USICH) recommended increased guidance and technical assistance to help communities implement RRH as one
key strategy to end homelessness nationwide.1
Locally, All Chicago, the Chicago Department of Family & Support Services (DFSS), and the Chicago Continuum of
Care (CoC) adopted the Action Agenda in December 2017 to further Chicago’s Plan 2.0, the City of Chicago’s plan
to end homelessness.2,3 Among other goals, the Action Agenda seeks to monitor system and service
performance, to understand and increase the efficacy of interventions, and to drive implementation strategically
in our city’s homeless services system.
Proper application of RRH holds significant promise in making occurrences of homelessness rare and brief,
helping people obtain permanent housing quickly, and providing access to services that help achieve housing
stability. Time-limited assistance means that scarce resources are stretched to increase capacity to help as many
people as possible.
Given local and federal interest in this housing intervention, All Chicago has analyzed local RRH programs in the
City of Chicago using data from the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS).i To optimize the
performance of existing RRH programs, align projects toward locally defined system-wide goals, and assist with
the adoption of RRH projects, All Chicago seeks to accomplish the following goals:
•
•
•

Understand the landscape of RRH programs in the City of Chicago
Gauge performance at the system and project levels
Recommend improvements based on analysis, best practices, and system goals

The first chapter of this report introduces the core concepts and components of RRH. The second chapter
summarizes the policies of local RRH projects. The third chapter describes the demographics of clients enrolled
in RRH projects. The fourth chapter tackles performance outcomes, such as length of time to housing, income
changes, rates of permanent housing exits, and returns to homelessness. The final chapter provides
recommendations for system- and project-level improvement.

i

The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that each metropolitan area use a Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS). HMIS is a database that collects specific data on people experiencing homelessness and the housing and
homeless services that they receive. Collecting standardized data helps the community better understand homelessness and allows it to
measure progress towards specific goals. Chicago’s HMIS is managed by All Chicago.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 7

CHAPTER I. BACKGROUND
This chapter describes the core concepts and components that define Rapid Re-housing (RRH). It summarizes
the differences between RRH and other housing interventions, the benefits of RRH, and a brief history of RRH
implementation in the United States. The most commonly asked questions are answered in this chapter. Finally,
we include the results of several well-known studies on RRH efficacy.
WHAT IS RAPID RE-HOUSING?
Rapid Re-housing (RRH) is a housing intervention that aims to provide people experiencing homelessness with
permanent housing as quickly as possible. All RRH projects feature three core components:
1. Housing identification services involve case managers or housing locators working with clients to find
housing.
2. Rental and move-in assistance are provided to ensure that clients can move into housing.
3. Case management and supportive services help to ensure that individuals and families stay housed.
These three components help RRH participants quickly move into housing that is appropriate for their needs,
achieve housing stability, and minimize the likelihood of returning to homelessness.
Housing First principles undergird RRH core concepts: projects should have low barriers to entry. Enrollment
should not be contingent on income, sobriety, absence of a criminal record, participation in services, or other
unnecessary conditions. RRH providers believe that most people—including those with potential housing
barriers such as substance abuse, behavioral health challenges, or lack of income—can be successfully housed
with the right supports. Given the negative impact of homelessness on health and well-being, projects seek to
reduce exposure to homelessness, including time spent in emergency shelters. Since housing is a necessary
foundation for achieving life goals, barriers will be most successfully addressed if housing is obtained first.
Assistance is also time-limited. Many people can resolve their housing crisis and gain stability with short to
medium-term financial assistance and a client-driven, customized suite of services that meets their needs and
preferences.4 RRH serves this group.
WHAT DOES HOUSING FIRST MEAN?
Housing First is an approach to ending homelessness in which assistance is not contingent on sobriety,
treatment, background, or income. With a Housing First approach, permanent housing is prioritized. Housing
can then serve as a platform from which people can work toward personal goals and improve their quality of
life. Barriers or factors that may have contributed to homelessness and housing instability can be best addressed
once people are permanently housed.5
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FIGURE 1-1. CORE CONCEPTS AND COMPONENTS OF RAPID RE-HOUSING

RRH Core
Concepts

Reduced
Exposure to
Homelessness

Low Barriers to
Entry
Most people can
be housed
quickly with
support.

Time spent
homeless should
be minimized.

Time-limited
Short-term, less
intensive
assistance is
sufficient for
many people.

Client-driven
Participant
preferences
should be
respected.

RRH Core Components

Housing
Identification

Rental
Assistance

Case Management and
Supportive Services

• Move clients to appropriate housing as quickly
as possible
• Constantly recruit landlords who are willing to
rent to RRH clients

• Cover costs to secure housing
• Assist for varying lengths of time depending on
actual need; assistance should be flexible rather
than standardized

• Provide services to ensure people remain
housed and build external support systems
through employment and community networks
• Connect clients to child care, employment,
health care, benefits, and other resources
• Services may be provided directly by the RRH
project or indirectly through partner
organizations
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RAPID RE-HOUSING PRACTICES AND PRINCIPLES
RRH best practices dictate that projects implement
progressive engagement, where families and clients begin
with a small amount of financial assistance and support
services. Progressive engagement rests on the concept that
for many people, a small amount of assistance is sufficient
to obtain housing and achieve housing stability. As such,
projects practicing progressive engagement do not start off
with the highest intensity of services. The customizable
nature of RRH services should complement progressive
engagement, so clients who face more challenging housing
barriers receive more intensive resources or support for a
longer period of time. See “Rapid Re-Housing Best
Practices” to the right.
The most common type of financial rental assistance
offered is tenant-based rental assistance, where financial
assistance is not contingent on the housing location.
Instead, clients can use the financial assistance at any unit
that accepts the subsidy; the assistance “follows” the client.
In comparison, project-based rental assistance requires
participants to live in a specific location. Given the type of
rental assistance most frequently used, the housing
configuration of RRH projects is often scattered-site, in
which housing units are not located in a single facility.ii
Projects that own units can assemble property in a
piecemeal way, with housing in multiple locations.6, 7
Alternatively, and most commonly in the homeless system,
projects work with landlords in the private market and
recruit them to accept housing subsidies. Clients can then
use the housing subsidy provided by the RRH project at any
location accepting the subsidy. One benefit of coupling
tenant-based and scattered-site models is increased choices
(i.e., neighborhood, unit type, etc.) for clients. The success
of RRH projects, then, depends on relationships with
landlords in the private market.

RAPID RE-HOUSING BEST PRACTICES
Financial Support
“The program provides the least
amount of assistance for the shortest
duration of time necessary to address
the immediate housing need and
prevent a near-term recurrence of
housing crisis.”
“The amount and duration of financial
assistance is adjusted according to
participant needs. As needed and
when appropriate, the program offers
the maximum amount and duration of
financial assistance within program
funding constraints to assist
participants with little or no income.”
Service Support
“Case management assistance is
individualized and flexible. The least
amount of assistance is provided for
the shortest duration of time
necessary to achieve Housing Plan
goals. When needed, participants are
offered more intensive, frequent,
and/or longer duration of case
management assistance.”
U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs Supportive
Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) Program, 2013,
Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Best
Practices, Pages 13 and 17. https://bit.ly/2H8WAte

The success of RRH projects also relies on an RRH provider’s ability to help participants generate greater income,
so that they can assume full responsibility for their housing costs (when they exit the project). RRH providers

ii

Housing configurations may also be described as “tenant-based” or “project-based” in practice. Note that the terms “tenant-based” and
“scattered-site” are often used interchangeably given that they go hand-in-hand.
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should assume employability and reject the idea that participants must jump through hoops to become
“employment ready.”8 In keeping with this principle, RRH case managers should discuss income goals at the first
meeting with the participant. Successful RRH providers will either provide employment/income services or make
effective connections to employment services.9
MATCHING TO RAPID RE-HOUSING
Since 2017, households have been matched to RRH projects through Chicago’s Coordinated Entry System (CES).
CES uses data—such as chronic homeless status, household type, vulnerability index, veteran status, length of
homelessness, and date of housing assessment—to match households to housing interventions based on
eligibility, appropriateness for the intervention, and prioritization. Generally, CES prioritizes those experiencing
chronic homelessness for housing interventions.10 Therefore, the rollout of CES in 2017 led to RRH programs
serving a higher proportion of individuals and families experiencing chronic homelessness.
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HISTORY OF RAPID RE-HOUSING IN THE UNITED STATES
RRH projects have operated in the United States since the early 2000s. Among the first projects were
Beyond Shelter in Los Angeles, California; the Rapid Exit program in Hennepin County, Minnesota; and the
Shelter to Independent Living program in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. Emphasis on RRH and prevention
grew significantly following the 2007-2009 recession, which resulted in many families needing urgent shortor medium-term assistance to avoid or shorten experiences of homelessness.1
The Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act was signed into law in
2009. The HEARTH Act amended and reauthorized the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act2 with
significant changes, including the consolidation of the US Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD)’s competitive grants programs, revisions to HUD’s definition of homelessness and chronic
homelessness, and changes to the Emergency Shelter Grants program, which was renamed the Emergency
Solutions Grants (ESG) program. The HEARTH Act expanded the eligible activities of the new ESG program,
emphasizing RRH assistance and homelessness prevention. Other allowable components include street
outreach, emergency shelter, the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), and some
administrative activities.3 The HEARTH Act of 2009 also established the Continuum of Care (CoC) program.
HUD established the CoC Program Interim Rule in July 2012 to formally implement the CoC program.4 The
program funds five main components: permanent housing, which includes permanent supportive housing
and RRH; transitional housing; supportive services; HMIS; and, in some cases, homelessness prevention.
Also in 2009, HUD awarded 23 Continuums of Care with funding to pilot RRH programs through the Rapid
Re-Housing for Homeless Families Demonstration (RRHD) program.5,6 The American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, signed in 2009, led to the distribution of $1.5 billion to 535 grantees over three years
through the Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP).
During this time, veteran homelessness became a higher priority among federal policy makers.7 Federal
agencies, in collaboration with the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH), sought to
end veteran homelessness by 2015. The U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs launched the Supportive
Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) program in fiscal year 2012.8 Drawing upon the lesson of HPRP, the SSVF
program provided grantees (community-based nonprofits) funding for homelessness prevention and RRH
services for veterans and their families.
______________________________
1

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP): Year 3 & Final Program
Summary. Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs, Office of Community Planning and Development. June 2016,
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/HPRP-Year-3-Summary.pdf.
2 McKinney-Vento, passed in 1987 and reauthorized several times since, was the first significant federal legislative response to homelessness.
3 See 24 CFR 576.104 for more information about the RRH component of the ESG program.
4 https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/2035/coc-program-interim-rule-formatted-version/
5 S. Burt, Martha R. et. al. Rapid Re-Housing for Homeless Families Demonstration Programs Evaluation Report. Abt Associates report for U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research. April 2016,
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/RRHD-PartI-Process.pdf.
6
U.S. Congress appropriated $23.75 million in 2007 for the Rapid Re-Housing for Homeless Families Demonstration program.
7 To support soldiers returning to the U.S. during a weakened economy, HUD and the VA partnered to create the HUD-Veterans Affairs Supportive
Housing Program (HUD-VASH), which combined Housing Choice Voucher rental assistance from HUD with case management and clinical services
provided by the VA. HUD-VASH originated in the early 1990s but has become most active since 2008, after Congress appropriated $75 million for
10,000 HUD-VASH vouchers. http://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/2014AG-170.pdf.
8 Section 604 of the Veterans’ Mental Health and Other Care Improvements Act of 2008, P.L. 110-387 authorized the VA to create the SSVF program.
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EVIDENCE: RECENT LITERATURE
Multiple studies have been conducted regarding RRH effectiveness. For example, the US Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA) publishes an annual report on the SSVF program. This section summarizes results detailed
in the 2016 SSVF Annual Report.11 The Family Options Study by Abt Associates and Vanderbilt University,
launched in 2008, examines the outcomes of 2,282 families with children in emergency shelters after they were
randomly assigned to one of four different interventions: RRH; long-term housing subsidies (typically a Housing
Choice Voucher); project-based transitional housing; and usual care (i.e., situations where families exit shelters
on their own without priority access to programs that provide housing).12 The Family Options Study focuses on
intention-to-treat, where the impact of giving a family priority access to a particular intervention is studied, even
if they do not use the service or end up using another intervention. Of the 434 families given RRH priority access
in this study, approximately 254 families used RRH assistance. The study assessed long-term impacts during a
follow-up 37 months after random assignment to a housing intervention.
The Evaluation of Rapid Re-Housing for Homeless Families Demonstration (RRHD) Program by Abt Associates
(“RRHD evaluation”) looked at 23 CoCs nationwide that received RRHD funding. Across the projects, the
evaluation found differences in the length of assistance provided, the amount of rental subsidy provided, the
frequency of case management required, and the intake process.13 Given small sample sizes, differences in RRH
implementation across projects, and non-randomness of the study, researchers determined that the
fundamental questions about the appropriateness of the RRH intervention for families with certain (unspecified)
underlying factors could not be definitively answered. A study by the Department of Human and Organizational
Development at Vanderbilt University also looked at rates of return to homelessness among households in
Georgia with similar characteristics (“Georgia study”).14
LENGTH OF TIME FROM PROJECT ENROLLMENT TO HOUSING
In the VA’s 2016 SSVF Annual Report, about half of all permanent housing placements among veterans
participating in RRH programs occurred within 15 to 30 days from time of enrollment. The Family Options Study
found that families given priority access to RRH left emergency shelters one week faster than families assigned
to the usual care group, although these results were not statistically different from each other.
EXITING THE PROJECT TO PERMANENT HOUSING
The RRHD evaluation found that 90% of RRHD study participants exited to permanent housing. The 2016 SSVF
Annual Report found that 78% of approximately 50,000 veterans in SSVF RRH programs exited their programs to
permanent housing.
The SSVF program analysis demonstrated the role of vouchers in program outcomes. When looking at income
and housing of all types, rates of permanent housing exits did not differ among SSVF veterans. The rate of exit to
permanent housing for veterans with $2,000+ monthly income was 83%, compared to 81% for veterans without
any income, suggesting that veterans with no income still have relatively high rates of success.iii When excluding

iii

Note: In the annual report, income analyses were aggregated to include SSVF prevention and SSVF RRH clients.
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HUD-VASH vouchers, only 56% of clients with no income exited to permanent housing, compared to 68% of
clients with $2,000+ monthly income. This suggests that HUD-VASH has been a significant resource for clients
with low incomes, or those with disabilities.
CHANGE IN INCOME FROM PROJECT ENROLLMENT TO PROJECT EXIT
The VA found that 25% of veterans who had no income at time of enrollment, and exited prevention and RRH
programs in 2016, reported a higher income when they exited the program.
The Family Options Study also tempered their expectations of changes to income by stating that any changes
would likely be indirect; that is, being stably housed with housing costs subsidized by RRH rental assistance
would allow participants to focus on employment gains. The study found that aside from increased participation
in Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), the group assigned to RRH priority access had equivalent
results with the usual care group for measures of employment and income.
HOUSING STABILITY AFTER EXITING THE PROJECT
The RRHD evaluation found that 12 months after program exit, 24% of study participants lived in the same
housing unit they were living in when they exited the RRHD program. Furthermore, there was no statistically
significant relationship between housing mobility and entering RRHD with income. However, families headed by
young adults (age 18 to 24) and families with three or more children were less likely, on average, to stay in the
same unit (63% and 51% less likely, respectively, on average).
The Family Options Study looked at multiple potential impacts of priority RRH access, such as nights spent
homeless, doubled-up, or in emergency shelter in the six months prior to the time of follow-up. Researchers
found that assignment to the group given priority RRH access had no effect on the rate of families experiencing
homelessness three years after random assignment. The study also looked at the number of different places
lived in the six months prior to the time of follow-up and found there was no difference between the RRH group
and the usual care group.
RETURN TO HOMELESSNESS
The RRHD analysis and 2016 SSVF Annual Report found similar rates of returns to homelessness: 10% of the
RRHD study participants had at least one episode of homelessness within 12 months of program exit. A
supplemental analysis of all RRHD families found that 6% returned to shelter or transitional housing within 12
months. Families who returned to homelessness had heads of household between 18 and 24 years of age more
often than families who did not return to homelessness. Cash income greater than 30% of area median family
income at enrollment was correlated with a lower likelihood of return to homelessness, but cash income at exit
had no correlation. The 2016 SSVF Annual Report found that 7% of veteran families with children returned to
homelessness within 12 months of program exit, compared to 11% of veterans without children.
The study of households in Georgia also investigated returns to homelessness. Researchers found that the
likelihood of returning to homelessness (identified as enrollment into an emergency shelter) was not dependent
on how quickly a person entered permanent housing. Both RRH and transitional housing (TH) participants had a
Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 14

lower likelihood of returning to homelessness when compared to participants who received the emergency
shelter intervention.iv Both TH and RRH were found to be effective at helping families with children, in
particular; households with children who were not enrolled in TH or RRH were twice as likely to return to shelter
compared to families who were enrolled in TH or RRH. Among both households with children and households
without children, having had a prior episode in an emergency shelter was found to be predictive of returning to
shelter. Having cash income at the time of program entry was found to be predictive of not returning to
homelessness, though only for households with children.
COSTS
The Family Options Study also looked at the cost of RRH programs in comparison to permanent subsidies,
transitional housing, and emergency shelter. RRH was found to have the lowest average monthly cost per family
in the communities examined by the study.
FIGURE 1-2. AVERAGE MONTHLY COST PER FAMILY

$6,000
$4,819
$4,000
$2,706
$2,000
$880

$1,172

$-

RRH

Subsidized Housing

Project-based
Transitional Housing

Emergency Shelter

Source: The Family Options Study

iv

The results of the Georgia study were reported as odds ratios, which compared the housing intervention (RRH or TH) to the reference
intervention (emergency shelter). The odds ratios were 0.34 and 0.29 for RRH and TH respectively, demonstrating that RRH and TH
interventions were more effective at preventing returns to shelter than the emergency shelter intervention.
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BENEFITS OF RAPID RE-HOUSING
The primary benefit of RRH is that communities can maximize their system-wide capacity to successfully support
the greatest number of people. With time-limited assistance and progressive engagement practices, clients
receive just the amount of support they need to resolve their housing crisis and achieve and maintain housing
stability. This leaves more resources available to support other clients. RRH has been shown to cost less than
interventions such as emergency shelters, transitional housing, or institutions (e.g., hospitals, correction
facilities, or long-term health care facilities).15 Since access to housing is prioritized, clients can then achieve
other positive outcomes—including health, economic, and social goals—more quickly. Homelessness can
exacerbate preexisting physical and mental health challenges or create new ones and make it more difficult to
obtain or maintain employment. With housing as a platform, clients can more expeditiously leave the homeless
system and achieve quality of life goals.
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
WHICH TYPES OF HOUSEHOLDS ARE APPROPRIATE RECIPIENTS OF RAPID RE-HOUSING SERVICES?
RRH is a Housing First approach to ending homelessness. This means that assistance is not contingent on
sobriety, treatment, background, or income. RRH is appropriate for all types of individuals and families, no
matter what kind of tenancy barriers exist. RRH is for everyone: families, individuals, youth, veterans, survivors
of domestic violence, and people experiencing chronic homelessness. RRH is not appropriate for individuals who
will need ongoing supportive services indefinitely (i.e. people who are better suited for permanent supportive
housing or people who need residence-based treatment). However, these factors are often identified through
the use of progressive engagement by trying RRH first.
IS RAPID RE-HOUSING APPROPRIATE FOR YOUTH (PEOPLE AGES 18-24)?
Yes, RRH is appropriate for youth, though there are some tweaks that may be required for a program designed
to primarily serve youth.v
WHAT HAS RESEARCH SHOWN ABOUT PREDICTORS OF WHO WILL AND WILL NOT BE SUCCESSFUL
IN RAPID RE-HOUSING?
HUD and USICH encourage RRH as an intervention for many types of clients.16 Research cited in this report
demonstrates RRH program success with veterans, unaccompanied individuals, and families. As research studies
and program evaluations continue nationwide, further data will become available detailing RRH outcomes
related to various subpopulations.

v

For more information, see the National Alliance to End Homelessness’s RRH for Youth Toolkit at
https://endhomelessness.org/resource/rapid-re-housing-for-youth-toolkit/.
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IS RAPID RE-HOUSING MEANT TO ELIMINATE POVERTY?
RRH is not meant to eliminate poverty, and has very specific, concrete goals. RRH is designed to reduce the
length of time people experience homelessness, minimize the negative effects of homelessness in their lives,
and help them gain access to resources that can help them achieve their goals and maintain housing stability.
RRH does not aim to eliminate poverty, assure that people will have affordable housing (i.e., paying 30% or less
of their income in rent), protect people from the impact of challenging situations, or eliminate housing
mobility.17
WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO QUICKLY REHOUSE HOUSEHOLDS EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS,
RATHER THAN WAITING UNTIL THE HOUSEHOLD IS “HOUSING-READY,” THUS ENSURING THAT
THEY WILL NOT BE “SET UP TO FAIL”?
Prolonged exposure to homelessness has a significant negative impact on adults and children, so housing
programs should strive to reduce the amount of time households spend homeless. Additionally, most
households experiencing homelessness are not significantly different from housed households experiencing
poverty. As most poor households do not become homeless, it follows that most households experiencing
homelessness can be rehoused and maintain housing, many of them only needing a light touch of assistance.
Finally, the experience of homelessness is itself a barrier to factors that make someone “housing ready”—
income through employment or benefits, mental and emotional stability, medical and behavioral health
treatment, etc. Barriers or factors that may have contributed to homelessness and housing instability can be
best addressed once people are permanently housed.18
WHAT IS PROGRESSIVE ENGAGEMENT? HOW AND WHY IS IT USED IN RAPID RE-HOUSING?
Progressive engagement is the practice of providing a small amount of assistance to everyone in the homeless
services system and providing additional assistance as it is needed. For many RRH households, a small amount of
assistance is enough to stabilize the household in housing, and in cases where additional assistance is needed, it
is provided. After providing initial assistance to rehouse a household, the RRH program provides additional
assistance on a month-by-month basis, as needed.19 Progressive engagement is used in RRH to ensure that
limited resources are used efficiently. Additionally, RRH responds to the individualized needs and strengths of
different households. The amount of assistance provided corresponds with the amount needed by that specific
household to attain housing stability.20 Progressive engagement done properly should provide enough
assistance to ensure stability from a household’s housing crisis.
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RAPID RE-HOUSING ROADMAP AND PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES

Below is the path a person or family would
take on their RRH journey.
Green boxes indicate performance
outcomes measured in analysis.

2. Referral
1. Initial engagement
People experiencing or at risk
of homelessness are first
offered assistance through
community centers, street
outreach, shelters, or calling
311.

The Coordinated Entry System
(CES) assesses a person’s need,
then triages and refers them to an
appropriate housing intervention
(e.g., prevention, diversion,
housing, etc.). This is when CES
refers a person to an RRH project.

3. Enrollment
At this point, the provider has made
contact with the person referred to
their RRH project. The enrollment
date is when the eligible person
formally enrolls and begins case
management, supportive services,
and housing location services.

4. Move into Housing

5. Exit from RRH Project
6. Follow up
After exit, projects followup with former clients to
confirm continued housing
stability and connect with
other supports if needed.

Outcome 6: Returns
to homelessness

When a person exits the RRH
program, they no longer receive
rental assistance, and case
management with the RRH
program ends.

Outcome 3: Exit destinations
Outcome 4: Length of Enrollment
Outcome 5: Change in income
between enrollment and exit

When a person enrolled in RRH
finds permanent housing, this is
often when they begin using
financial rental assistance offered
through the RRH project.

Outcome 1: Rates of move
into housing
Outcome 2: Length of time
between enrollment and
move into housing
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CHAPTER II. CHICAGO RAPID RE-HOUSING PROJECTS
The first Rapid Re-housing (RRH) projects in Chicago began in 2013 with funding from the Emergency Solutions
Grant (ESG) program. However, similar models were funded from 2009 to 2012 by federal funds through the
Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP). Since then, additional RRH projects have opened
with funding from ESG, the Continuum of Care (CoC), and Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF). In
some cases, agencies operating programs supported by transitional housing funding changed those programs to
an RRH model. Since 2017, clients have been referred to RRH projects through the system-wide Coordinated
Entry process, led by the Corporation for Supportive Housing, with support from All Chicago and Catholic
Charities.21
TABLE 2-1. RAPID RE-HOUSING FUNDING TOTALS BY YEAR, 2014 TO 2017*

FUNDING SOURCE

2014

2015

2016

2017

SSVF+

$5,471,065

$8,897,641

$5,468,059

$5,512,902

ESG

$2,785,918

$2,576,424

$2,219,619

$1,986,530

CoC

$2,976,465

$5,606,157

$5,715,534

$5,950,651

*SSVF and CoC are by federal fiscal year, which begins October 1 of the prior calendar year.
+ SSVF grantees serve Cook County and surrounding counties. It is not possible to separate out the funds spent specifically within the City
of Chicago.

This chapter lists the 16 RRH projects in the City of Chicago in 2018 and summarizes programmatic and policy
differences between each of the projects, organized by funding source. More information about enrollment
trends, client demographics, and outcomes is available in subsequent chapters.
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EMERGENCY SOLUTIONS GRANT (ESG) FUNDED PROJECTS
4 ESG-funded Rapid Re-housing projects as of 2018
In 2013, the ESG program funded Chicago’s first RRH projects at Heartland Human Care Services, La Casa Norte,
and Catholic Charities of Chicago. Projects specifically targeting veterans (“expansion” projects) were developed
in 2015 to address system gaps for veterans who did not qualify for SSVF RRH programs. Additional RRH projects
for non-veterans were created in 2017 due to an expanding need for non-veteran assistance. In early 2018,
agencies began consolidating veteran expansion projects and general population projects for increased
efficiency. ESG funding is administered by the City of Chicago’s Department of Family & Support Services (DFSS).
All Chicago is the ESG program system coordinator, responsible for distributing financial and rental assistance
funds, monitoring activity, providing training, and collecting and analyzing program data.
2013 TO 2017
AGENCY—PROJECT, IMPLEMENTATION YEAR
A Safe Haven—Rapid Re-Housing Expansion Project,
2015

2018 TO PRESENT
AGENCY—PROJECT, IMPLEMENTATION YEAR
A Safe Haven—ESG Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2015

A Safe Haven—Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2017
Featherfist—Rapid Re-Housing Expansion Project,
2015

Featherfist—ESG Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2015

Featherfist—Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2017
Heartland Human Care Services—Rapid Re-Housing
Program, 2013
Heartland Human Care Services—Rapid Re-Housing
Expansion Project, 2015

Heartland Human Care Services—ESG Rapid ReHousing Program, 2013

La Casa Norte—Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2013
La Casa Norte—Rapid Re-Housing Expansion Project,
2015
Catholic Charities of Chicago—Rapid Re-Housing (RRH)
Program, 2013
Primo Center for Women & Children—Rapid ReHousing Expansion Project, 2015
Primo Center for Women & Children—Rapid ReHousing Project, 2016
Renaissance Social Services, Inc.—Rapid Re-Housing
Expansion Project, 2015
Renaissance Social Services, Inc.—Rapid Re-Housing
Program, 2017

La Casa Norte—ESG Rapid Re-Housing Program, 2013

Notes: Center for Changing Lives—Rapid Re-Housing
(RRH) Expansion Project provided employment
services in 2015. Center for Housing and Health
receives ESG RRH funding, although they act as bridge
housing.
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SUPPORTIVE SERVICES FOR VETERAN FAMILIES (SSVF) FUNDED PROJECTS
6 SSVF-funded Rapid Re-housing projects as of 2018
The first SSVF-funded RRH projects began in 2014. The U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs administers the
funding for the projects and develops rules and regulations for all SSVF-funded projects. SSVF RRH programs
serve the most clients in Chicago.
IMPLEMENTATION YEAR

AGENCY—PROJECT

2014

Featherfist—Supportive Services for Veterans Families—Rapid Re-Housing
Heartland Human Care Services—SSVF—Rapid Re-Housing
Partners in Community Building, Inc.—SSVF—Rapid Re-Housing
The Bogan Quarters Housing Counseling—SSVF—Rapid Re-Housing*
Thresholds, Inc.—Supportive Services for Veterans Families—Rapid Re-Housing
Volunteers of America of Illinois (VOA of IL)—SSVF—Rapid Re-Housing

2015

Urbanite Veterans Program—SSVF—Rapid Re-Housing*
Volunteers of America of Illinois (VOA of IL)—SSVF Priority 1—Rapid Re-Housing

*Project is no longer active.
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CONTINUUM OF CARE (CoC) FUNDED PROJECTS
6 CoC-funded Rapid Re-housing projects as of 2018
All the CoC-funded RRH projects listed below initially operated under transitional housing funding before their
RRH implementation year. The CoC-funded programs are funded and administered by HUD, with All Chicago as
the lead agency for the Chicago CoC.
IMPLEMENTATION YEAR

AGENCY—PROJECT

2014

Catholic Charities of Chicago—New Hope Apartments
Featherfist—Foundations

2016

Heartland Health Outreach—Bridges to Home
Heartland Human Care Services—2108 Building Stable Communities
(Formerly Families Building Community: Expansion 1)
Heartland Human Care Services—2365 Building Stable Communities
(Formerly Stable Futures)
Heartland Human Care Services—2383 Building Stable Communities
(Formerly Families Building Community)

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 22

PARTICIPANT CRITERIA BY FUNDING SOURCE
The table below lists factors that determine eligibility by program in 2018. Criteria may change over time. In
some cases, HUD and the VA allow projects to further narrow the criteria or include additional preferences to
target resources.
TABLE 2-2. ELIGIBILITY OF PARTICIPANTS AT INITIAL ENROLLMENT

ELIGIBILITY CRITERION

ESG

CoC

SSVF

LITERALLY HOMELESS
(HUD CATEGORY 1)

Yes

Yes

Yesvi

IMMINENT RISK
(HUD CATEGORY 2)

No

No

Novii

HOMELESS UNDER
OTHER FEDERAL
STATUTES
(HUD CATEGORY 3)

No

No

No

FLEEING/ATTEMPTING
TO FLEE DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE
(HUD CATEGORY 4)

Yes, only if also literally
homeless

Yes

Yes

INCOME REQUIRED AT
ENTRY

Local income requirement
ending in 2019.

No

No

Veterans are exempted
from requirement. There is
no minimum income
required.

vi

Yes, if client is (1) literally homeless at time of application; (2) at risk to remain in this situation but for assistance; and (3) scheduled to
reside in permanent housing within 90 days pending location or development of suitable housing; or if client is (1) literally homeless and
(2) has exited from permanent housing in previous 90 days to seek other housing that is responsive to client’s needs.
vii

If client is imminently at risk of becoming literally homeless but for SSVF assistance, they receive SSVF prevention assistance (not SSVF
RRH assistance). If these clients ultimately become literally homeless, they receive assistance similar to SSVF RRH clients but are still
tracked under the SSVF prevention services.
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TABLE 2-2 (CONTINUED).

ELIGIBILITY CRITERION

ESG

CoC

SSVF

AREA MEDIAN INCOME No income thresholds at
(AMI) THRESHOLDS
time of entry.

Variation across projects

Client must be very low
income or extremely low
income.
• Very low-income
(VLI): Household
income must not
exceed 50% of AMI
• Extremely lowincome (ELI):
Household income
must not exceed
30% of AMI

SPECIAL POPULATION
SERVED

Catholic Charities New
Hope Apartments: Families
with at least one child
under 18

Current non-bridge RRH
projects do not focus on
any specific populations.
NOTE: IN ADDITION TO
Subpopulation priorities
PROGRAM-SPECIFIC
SUBPOPULATION FOCUS,
align with the priorities of
CHICAGO’S COORDINATED
the system through
ENTRY SYSTEM SETS
PRIORITIES THAT INFLUENCE Coordinated Entry.
WHICH SUBPOPULATIONS
ENROLL IN RRH PROJECTS.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
ABOUT CES AND ITS
PRIORITIES POLICY, VISIT
CSH.ORG/CHICAGOCES.

Client must be a veteran,
or a member of a family
where the head of
household, or the
spouse of the head of
Featherfist Foundations:
household, is a
Families with three or more veteran.viii
children
Thresholds SSVF also has
Heartland Health Outreach: an additional
Clients with HIV/AIDS
requirement that
participants have mental
Heartland Human Care
health challenges.
Services:
•

•

2383 Building Stable
Communities: Families
only
2108 Building Stable
Communities: Singles
only

viii

Definitions of ‘veteran’ have been refined periodically throughout the years and can be found in PL 114-315; 38 USC § 2002(b). As of
March 2018, the definition has been updated to include anyone who was discharged from basic training, thus expanding the pool of
eligible clients. People who have been dishonorably discharged are not eligible.
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All RRH projects, regardless of funding source, require regular re-evaluations of clients. Continued assistance is
dependent on the factors outlined below.
TABLE 2-3. RE-EVALUATION CRITERIA

CRITERION

ESG

CoC

SSVF

INCOME

Household income must
not exceed 30% of AMI at
time of re-evaluation to
receive ongoing
assistance.

Not required by HUD, but
local communities can
refine written standards.

Very low-income: Income
must not exceed 50% of
AMI.

Must lack resources and
support networks.

Re-assessment. Clients
must still require SSVF
services in order to
complete or advance
housing plan to ensure
housing stability.

Household’s rent-toincome ratio must be
higher than 40%.
CONTINUING NEED
FOR SERVICES

Must lack resources and
support networks and
have not identified other
housing options.
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ASSISTANCE OFFERED BY FUNDING SOURCE
All RRH projects provide the three core components outlined in the first chapter: housing identification to help
clients assess housing needs and locate available housing; financial assistance for specific activities related to
renting and moving into housing; and supportive services to achieve housing stability. The specifics—such as the
length and amount of rental assistance, and the share that clients must contribute toward rent—vary,
depending on the funding program’s requirements or project’s policies and priorities. The table below briefly
describes the assistance that is offered, according to policies as of 2018. Policies may change over time.
TABLE 2-4. RAPID RE-HOUSING RENTAL ASSISTANCE OFFERED BY FUNDING SOURCE

ESG

CoC

SSVF

Variation across projects

Goal is to locate housing
within 90 days of
enrollment. However, clients
may continue to receive
housing search assistance
for longer than 90 days if
needed.

HOUSING IDENTIFICATION
HOUSING SERVICES
AND RELATED
SERVICES

Goal is to locate housing
within 30 days of initial
assessment. If client has
not been housed, prehousing recertification
must be completed every
30 days from enrollment.
Before January 2019: Total
time for housing search
assistance was limited to
90 days. If, after 90 days,
housing could not be
located, the client was
exited from the project.

RENTAL AND MOVE-IN FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
“NOT ELIGIBLE” REFERS TO ACTIVITIES THAT ARE NOT COVERED BY THE PROGRAM.
TYPE OF RENTAL
ASSISTANCE

ESG permits tenant-based
rental assistance or
project-based rental
assistance.

Tenant-based rental
assistance

Tenant-based rental
assistance

However, in Chicago, all
projects provide tenantbased rental assistance.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 26

TABLE 2-4 (CONTINUED).

HOUSING
CONFIGURATION

ESG

CoC

SSVF

Scattered-site

Scattered-site

Scattered-site

•

MAXIMUM LENGTH
OF RENTAL
ASSISTANCE

Catholic Charities New Hope Over a 12-month period, the
Apartments: 24 months
maximum months of rental
Featherfist Foundations: 12 assistance a household can
receive:
•
months
• If very low income*: 6
Heartland Health Outreach:
months
24 months
• If extremely low
Declining subsidy model:
Heartland Human Care
income: 9 months
Provider pays the full cost
Services (all RRH projects):
of rent for the first 3
Over a 24-month period:
24 months
months, then no more than
• Very low income: 10
70% of rent for the
months
following 3 months, and no
• Extremely low income:
more than 50% of rent for
12 months
the remaining months.
*To be very low income, a
With approval from the
household’s income must
System Coordinator and on
not exceed 50% of AMI. To
a case-by-case basis,
be extremely low income, it
projects may pay 100% of
must not exceed 30% of
rent for an additional 3
AMI.
months (for a total of 6
months of full rental
assistance). As of January
2019, an income-based
model has been
implemented.

FAIR MARKET RENT
(FMR) AND RENT
REASONABLENESS

Assistance covers up to fair Units must comply with
market rent (FMR) for a
HUD’s rent reasonableness
unit. Units must also
standards.
comply with HUD’s rent
reasonableness standards.

Projects must conduct a
market study to determine
reasonableness of rent,
penalties, or fees. Citing
FMR is insufficient.

RENT IN ARREARS

Eligible

Eligible

Clients enrolled
between 2013 and
2017: 8 months
Clients enrolled on
and after January 1,
2018: 12 months

Not eligible

One-time payment of up to
6 months of rent in arrears.
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TABLE 2-4 (CONTINUED).

MOVING COSTS

SECURITY DEPOSIT

UTILITY-FEE
PAYMENT
ASSISTANCE AND
DEPOSITS

ESG

CoC

SSVF

Eligible

Eligible

Eligible

Costs such as truck rental
or moving company are
eligible. Also includes
payment of temporary
storage fees for up to 3
months.

Reasonable one-time
moving costs (e.g., truck
rental and moving
company).

Eligible

Eligible

Eligible

Funds may be used to pay
for security deposit that is
equal to no more than 2
months of rent.

Funds may be used to pay
for security deposit that is
equal to no more than 2
months of rent.

Max. of 1 security deposit

Eligible

Eligible: Utility deposit only

Eligible

(As of 2019, utility deposits
are no longer eligible.)

1 utility deposit during a 2year period

Funds may be used to
provide up to 24 months of
assistance, including up to
6 months for payment in
arrears.

During 12-month period*:
• Very low income: 6
months of assistance
• Extremely low income:
9 months of assistance
During 24-month period:
• Very low income: 10
months of assistance
• Extremely low income:
12 months of assistance
*Same time-period rule that
applies to Maximum Length
of Rental Assistance row of
this table.
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TABLE 2-4 (CONTINUED).

ESG

CoC

SSVF

OTHER FORMS OF
Eligible
Eligible
HOUSING STABILITY Examples: Last month’s
Examples: First and last
ASSISTANCE
rent, rental application fees month’s rent, property
damage

Eligible
Up to $1,500 per household
during a 2-year period.
Examples: costs associated
with gaining or keeping
employment (e.g., licenses,
etc.); moving into housing
(e.g., mattress); securing
housing (e.g., background
check); and emergencies
(e.g, baby food)

CASE MANAGEMENT AND SERVICES
HOUSING
RELOCATION AND
STABILIZATION
SERVICES

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

•

Case Management
Housing relocation
and stabilization
services
Tenant counseling
Understanding leases
Arranging for utilities
Making moving
arrangements
Assistance with
submitting rental
applications, including
payment
Assessment of housing
barriers, needs, and
preferences
Development of an
action plan for
locating housing
Outreach to and
negotiation with
owners
Assessment of housing
for compliance with
ESG requirements

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Case Management
Housing relocation and
stabilization services
Tenant counseling
Understanding leases
Arranging for utilities
Making moving
arrangements
Payment of rental
application fees

•

Housing counseling
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TABLE 2-4 (CONTINUED).

TRANSPORTATION

ESG

CoC

SSVF

Not eligible

Eligible

Eligible

Cost of client’s travel on
public transportation or in a
vehicle to and from medical
care, employment, child
care, or other eligible
services

•

•

•

CHILD CARE

Not eligible

Eligible

No financial limit on
amount of public
transportation
assistance for
participants
No time limit on public
transportation
assistance
Maximum of $1,200 car
repairs/maintenance in
a 2-year period on
behalf of a participant

Eligible

Child care vouchers and
costs of establishing and
operating child care
OTHER SUPPORTS

•
•
•

Legal services
Mediation
Credit repair

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Legal Services
Mediation
Credit Repair
Education services
Employment assistance
and job training
Food
Life skills training
Mental health services
Outpatient health
services
Outreach services
Substance abuse
treatment services

•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

Legal services
Personal financial
planning and credit
counseling services
Educational assistance
Employment and
training service
Vocational and
rehabilitation
counseling
Income support
Healthcare and daily
living services
VA fiduciary and
representative payee
services
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TABLE 2-4 (CONTINUED).

ESG

CoC

SSVF

POST-EXIT CASE MANAGEMENT AND FOLLOW-UPS
CASE
MANAGEMENT
AND SERVICES

While client is living in
Services may be provided
permanent housing, case
up to 6 months after rental
management assistance
assistance stops.
may not exceed 24 months
from the time they move
in.

FOLLOW-UPS AFTER Case workers must followEXITING PROJECT
up with clients 3, 6, and 12
months after they exit the
project.

HUD does not dictate
follow-up requirements.
Many individual programs
conduct follow-ups after
project exit in accordance to
their own internal
procedures.

If participant is literally
homeless, or at risk of
becoming homeless, they
will continue to receive
services.

SSVF program does not
dictate follow-up
requirements.
Heartland SSVF: Clients must
meet with case workers 3, 6,
9, and 12 months after they
exit the project.
Others: Varies on a projectby-project basis. Providers
follow their own internal
policies regarding follow-up.
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CHAPTER III. PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS
Rapid Re-housing (RRH) projects serve a diverse clientele. Some differences exist between the average RRH head
of household and the average head of household in the Chicago homeless system. RRH households are often led
by people who are older than the average head of household in the homeless system (Table 3-1). Men make up
a larger proportion of RRH heads of household, compared to the share of men in the larger population; families
with children also make up a larger share of RRH participants. There are significant differences in the
characteristics of households served across the different RRH funding sources, as well. Those served by CoCfunded RRH projects tend to be families with children, and younger in age; whereas Emergency Solutions Grant
(ESG) and Supportive Services for Veterans Families (SSVF)-funded RRH projects more often serve
unaccompanied, older adults. Most veterans enroll in SSVF-funded projects.
This chapter summarizes the demographic and household characteristics of people who enroll in RRH projects.
Understanding participant characteristics is essential to ensure that projects meet every client’s needs. For
example, the needs of single-parent households with multiple children are different from those of elderly
veterans. Chapter 5 will discuss the implications of some of these demographic trends and offer related policy
recommendations.

METHODOLOGY
The data in this analysis includes participants enrolled in RRH projects from January 1, 2014 to December 31,
2017. Data comes from Chicago’s Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). A total of 28 RRH projects
are included in this analysis. Bridge housing is excluded from the analysis.
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)

1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017

Client Type

Household – Demographic information based on description of
head of household
Unique Households – Every unique record of enrollment is
counted towards demographic analysisi

Unique or Duplicates

i

Households that may have enrolled multiple times are counted only once, by the program in which they first enrolled.
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TABLE 3-1. SUMMARY OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS BY FUNDING SOURCE

ESG

SSVF

RRH Total

CHICAGO
HOMELESS
SYSTEM*

998

2320

3791

8804

DIFFERENCE
(RRH TOTAL &
HOMELESS
SYSTEM)
<-5%
>5%

10.5%
19.7%
29.8%
33.9%
6.1%

1.7%
12.2%
21.1%
55.7%
9.4%

6.3%
16.6%
24.4%
45.3%
7.4%

13.8%
19.2%
27.2%
34.7%
5.1%

-8%
-3%
-3%
11%
2%

9.3%

4.8%

6.0%

8.1%

-2%

80.0%
16.8%
0.7%
1.5%

80.0%
17.3%
0.1%
1.2%

81.2%
15.9%
0.4%
1.3%

78.2%
17.4%
0.8%
2.0%

3%
-2%
0%
-1%

34.2%

8.3%

22.7%

15.2%

8%

3.8%

3.4%

3.1%

1.9%

1%

62.0%

88.3%

74.2%

82.9%

-9%

54.9%
44.9%
0.2%

9.2%
90.5%
0.3%

28.7%
70.7%
0.6%

35.5%
63.0%
1.4%

-8%
9%
-1%

10.5%
27.1%
12.3%

1.7%
98.7%
19.6%

6.3%
67.7%
15.6%

13.8%
7.6%
26.6%

-8%
60%
-11%

RAPID RE-HOUSING
CHARACTERISTICS

CoC

Number of Households
473
AGE AT FIRST RRH ENROLLMENT
24 and younger
19.7%
25 to 34
31.9%
35 to 49
29.2%
50 to 64
18.6%
65+
0.6%
ETHNICITY
Hispanic/Latino
4.7%
PRIMARY RACE
Black or African American
90.3%
White
6.8%
Asian
0.0%
Other
1.7%
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Family with children
68.9%
Multiple persons
0.6%
(no children under 18)
Unaccompanied (all ages)
30.4%
GENDER
Female
69.1%
Male
28.1%
Trans/Gender non-con.
2.7%
SPECIAL POPULATION
Youth
19.7%
Veterans
1.1%
Chronically Homeless
2.5%

* Chicago Homeless System data for heads of household from HMIS, as of May 15, 2018.
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ENROLLMENT TRENDS
From January 2014 to December 2017, RRH projects in Chicago enrolled 6,196 unique people in 3,791
households. Over the same period of time, RRH projects logged 4,330 enrollments. This number includes
households that have enrolled in RRH projects multiple times. Enrollment in RRH projects has increased
significantly since RRH began. SSVF-funded programs have served the greatest number of households.

FIGURE 3-1. TOTAL UNIQUE HOUSEHOLDS BY FUNDING
SOURCE OF FIRST ENROLLMENT

3,791

CoC, 13%

Number of unique
households that have
enrolled in an RRH project
between 2014 and 2017.

ESG, 26%
SSVF, 61%

FIGURE 3-2. HOUSEHOLD ENROLLMENTS PER YEAR BY FUNDING SOURCE (INCLUDES DUPLICATE ENROLLMENTS)
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AGE AT FIRST TIME OF ENROLLMENT INTO RAPID RE-HOUSING
The needs and challenges of enrollees can vary depending on their stage in life. RRH clients are often older than
clients in other project types. Almost half of all RRH households are headed by someone between the age of 50
and 64 years old (Figure 3-3); in comparison, 35% of the heads of household in the overall homeless system are
in this age group.22 About two-thirds of all SSVF households are headed by someone age 50 or over (Table 3-2),
reflecting their exclusive service of RRH veterans—a group that has an average age of 52 years old. Heads of
households in CoC-funded projects are often younger in age, likely because many households are families with
children. Heads of RRH households with children have an average age of 35 years old.

FIGURE 3-3. DISTRIBUTION OF HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD BY AGE GROUP
65+, 7%

24 and younger, 6%
25 to 34,
17%

47 YEARS OLD
The average age of a
head of household in an
RRH project.

50 to 64,
45%

35 to 49,
24%

TABLE 3-2. DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS SERVED, BY AGE OF HEAD OF
HOUSEHOLD AND FUNDING SOURCE

AGE GROUPS

CoC

ESG

SSVF

24 and younger
25 to 34
35 to 49
50 to 64
65+
AVERAGE AGE

20%
32%
29%
19%
1%
36

11%
20%
30%
34%
6%
44

2%
12%
21%
56%
9%
51

SSVF households tend
to be older, while CoC
households tend to be
younger. This is likely
due to the type of
households each serve.

AVERAGE AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, ACROSS ALL RRH PROJECTS
Families with children
Veteran households
Chronically homeless households
35 YEARS
52 YEARS
47 YEARS
Female-led households
Male-led households
Trans/Gender non-conforming households
38 YEARS
51 YEARS
29 YEARS
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RACE AND ETHNICITY
RRH heads of household are demographically similar to the overall homeless system in race and ethnicity,
although the percentage of black or African Americans is slightly higher (Table 3-3). As seen by the difference in
racial composition between the homeless system and the City of Chicago, black or African American people are
disproportionately represented in the homeless system. Some variation in racial distribution exists between
funding sources. Clients in CoC-funded RRH projects are more likely to be black or African American than in
projects funded by ESG or SSVF. White households are more likely than other racial groups to consist of
unaccompanied men. Among white households, 72% are unaccompanied men, which is higher than the systemwide average (63% of all RRH households are unaccompanied men).
TABLE 3-3. PRIMARY RACE AND ETHNICITY AS PERCENTAGE OF HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS ENROLLED IN RAPID RE-HOUSING

PRIMARY RACE

ETHNICITY

White

Black or African
American

Asian

Other

Hispanic or Latino

CoC

6.8%

90.3%

1.3%

1.7%

4.7%

ESG

16.8%

80.0%

0.7%

1.5%

9.3%

SSVF

17.3%

80.0%

0.1%

1.2%

4.8%

Total RRH

15.9%

81.2%

0.4%

1.3%

6.0%

Chicago Homeless System

17.4%

78.2%

0.8%

2.0%

8.1%

City of Chicago Total Population

48.7%

30.9%

6.1%

14.3%

29.1%

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding or no-response rates; 1.2% of all RRH clients did not provide any information.
“Other” category includes American Indian, Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, other categories, and multi-racial.
Sources: All Chicago, 2018, Chicago Dashboard to End Homelessness, May 15; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 20122016 five-year survey, “City of Chicago.”

HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND GENDER
Most people who enroll into RRH are men, and most enrollees enter alone. In fact, 63% of all RRH households
are unaccompanied men. However, just over one in five households are families with children (Figure 3-4).
More information about families with children is provided in the next section. Nearly all men and people who
identify as transgender or gender non-conforming enrolled alone. More female heads of household are in
families with children than adult only or unaccompanied households. Gender distributions differ by funding
source, reflecting the types of households served (Figure 3-5). The majority of SSVF-funded RRH project
enrollees have a male head of household, likely due to the large number of male veterans. Over two-thirds of
households in CoC-funded projects have a female head of household due to the large number of families with
children served.
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FIGURE 3-4. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD GENDER
Unaccompanied Individual

Family with Children

Multiple Adults (no children)

74%
63%

23%
5%

3%
TOTAL

10%

2%

MALE

ALL RRH HOUSEHOLDS

18%
1%
FEMALE

GENDER OF RRH HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

Note: Twenty-three heads of household self-identified as trans/gender non-conforming or did not provide any data. Of those, 22 were
unaccompanied, while one household enrolled with another adult.

FIGURE 3-5. HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD GENDER DISTRIBUTION BY FUNDING SOURCE
Female

TOTAL

SSVF

ESG

CoC

Male

Trans/Gender Non-Conforming or Data Not Collected

29%

1%

71%

9%

0%

90%

55%

0%

45%

69%

28%

3%

Note: People who self-identified as trans/gender non-conforming or other made up one percent of all households, and all but one was
unaccompanied. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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SPECIAL POPULATION: FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN
Families with children that are experiencing homelessness have unique needs, such as child development
(physical, mental, emotional), educational requirements for school-age children, and day care, among others.
Between 2014 and 2017, 860 families with children enrolled in RRH projects. The number of families with
children enrolled in RRH projects is 8% greater than the number in the overall Chicago homeless system. ESGand CoC-funded RRH projects serve the majority of families with children (Figure 3-6). In fact, over two-thirds of
the households served by CoC-funded projects are families with children (Figure 3-7). The average family with
children is a single-parent household with two children, and most have a female head of household.
Significant gender disparity exists among families with children. Male-headed family households are more likely
to have multiple adults while female-headed family households are more often single-parent (Figure 3-8).
FIGURE 3-6. FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN
SERVED BY FUNDING SOURCE
SSVF,
22%

CoC,
38%

FIGURE 3-7. ALL HOUSEHOLD TYPES SERVED BY FUNDING SOURCE
Multiple Adults (no children)

Family with Children

Unaccompanied Individual

30%
62%
88%
69%
34%

ESG,
40%

1%
CoC

8%
3%
SSVF

4%
ESG

FIGURE 3-8. FAMILY HOUSEHOLD TYPE BY HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
GENDER

The average family has two children.

73%
of all families with children are

single-parent households.
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SPECIAL POPULATION: YOUTH
Chicago defines youth as people between 18 and 24 years old. In addition to common challenges related to
homelessness, young adults often have additional barriers unique to their age group, such as lack of credit
history, rental history, and professional experience. Between 2014 and 2017, 238 youth households enrolled in
RRH projects. Youth enrollment has increased over time, mostly due to the increase in youth served through
CoC-funded RRH projects (Figure 3-9). The average age of a youth head of household is 22 years old.
The characteristics of youth RRH households differ from most RRH households. Five percent of youth heads of
household self-identify as transgender or gender non-conforming, higher than the average of 1% across all RRH
households (Figure 3-10). Fifty-four percent of youth households are families with children, many of them led
by women, and 44% are unaccompanied (Table 3-4). In addition, 91% of youth identified as black or African
American, compared to 78% of the larger population in the homeless system.23
FIGURE 3-10. YOUTH HOUSEHOLDS AND GENDER

FIGURE 3-9. NUMBER OF YOUTH HOUSEHOLDS ENROLLED PER YEAR
BY FUNDING SOURCE

Other, 5%

75

72

Other, 1%

Male,
29%
49

48

Male,
71%

42
32

36

32

17

Female,
66%

20

15
10

10

8

7

2015

2016

2017

3
2014
CoC

ESG

SSVF

Female,
29%

Total

Youth RRH Households

All RRH Households

TABLE 3-4. YOUTH HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD GENDER AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE

GENDER OF YOUTH
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
Male
Female
Trans/Gender Non-Conforming
TOTAL

Unaccompanied
Individual
22%
17%
5%
44%

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Family with Children
(under 18)
5%
49%
0%
54%

Multiple Youth
(no children < 18)
2%
0%
0%
2%

TOTAL
29%
66%
5%
100%
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SPECIAL POPULATION: VETERANS
Sixty-eight percent of all RRH enrollees are veterans. In comparison, approximately 8% of heads of household
in the Chicago homeless system are veterans.24 Unsurprisingly, most veterans enroll in projects funded by SSVF.
Most veterans self-identify as male and enter projects alone. The racial composition of veterans is similar to that
of all RRH clients. Veteran clients also tend to be older than other RRH clients; 65% percent of all veterans are
age 50 or older at time of enrollment.

FIGURE 3-11. VETERAN ENROLLMENT BY
FUNDING SOURCE

68%
of all RRH enrollees are veterans.

ESG, 11%

CoC, 0.2%

87%
of all male RRH enrollees are
veterans.

SSVF, 89%

89%
of all veterans are unaccompanied.
FIGURE 3-12. VETERAN HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE
OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

65+, 10%

24 and younger, 2%
25 to 34,
12%

35 to 49,
21%

19%
of all veterans have chronic
homeless status.

The average age of a veteran at time of
enrollment is 52

years old.

50 to 64,
55%
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SPECIAL POPULATION: CHRONICALLY HOMELESS
Sixteen percent of all RRH households are led by someone experiencing chronic homelessness, based on their
status at the time of first enrollment. The majority of people experiencing chronic homelessness are served by
SSVF-funded RRH projects. Most are male, veterans, black or African American, and unaccompanied older
adults.
FIGURE 3-13. CHARACTERISTICS OF CHRONICALLY HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS

590 PEOPLE
Female, 17%

16%
16%
of all RRH enrollees had

of all RRH
enrollees
had
chronic
homeless
status.
chronic homeless status.
CoC, 2%
ESG, 21%

Male, 83%

Veterans, 84%
SSVF, 77%
Other, 2%
White, 16%
Non-veterans, 16%

47 YEARS OLD
Black or African
American, 82%

The average age of a head of household
with chronic homeless status.

Age 24 and
younger, 3%

Age 25 to 34, 9%
Age 35 to 49, 24%

Family with
children, 9%

Multiple adults
(no children), 3%

Age 65+, 5%

Unaccompanied
individual, 88%
Age 50 to 64, 58%
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CHAPTER IV. PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
As a program model designed to assist households in ending their homelessness, Rapid Re-housing (RRH)
identifies certain outcomes to measure how successful the project has been. While the outcomes can never give
a complete picture of a project’s impact on the households served, they allow a summarization of the effects of
multiple RRH projects on nearly 4,000 households over a four-year period.
This chapter focuses on six performance outcomes measures:
1. Rates of Movement into Permanent Housing (as part of RRH project enrollment)
2. Length of Time to Move into Permanent Housing (as part of RRH project enrollment)
3. Exits to Permanent Housing
4. Length of Enrollment
5. Changes to Income
6. Returns to Homelessness
For several of these outcome measures, the data will be broken down into different subcategories for further
analysis. For example, exits to permanent housing will show the percentage of households that did and did not
achieve that outcome and will then examine that percentage by subcategory of funding source, income at entry,
etc. This subcategory analysis allows the report to analyze whether these distinctions correspond to different
performance outcomes.
THE MOVE-IN GROUP AND THE NON-MOVE-IN GROUP
The analysis will show the outcomes divided by those who moved into housing as part of their RRH enrollment—
this group is termed “move-ins”—and those who were not housed through their RRH program, termed “nonmove-ins.” The distinction between move-ins and non-move-ins is important, as it shows the effect of getting
housed as part of RRH enrollment.
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RATES OF MOVEMENT INTO PERMANENT HOUSING (AS PART OF RRH PROJECT
ENROLLMENT)
FIGURE 4-1. RATE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVE INTO PERMANENT HOUSING DURING PROJECT PARTICIPATION (“MOVEINS”) BY FUNDING SOURCE
100%
84%

All RRH 59%

50%
58%

59%

0%
COC

ESG

SSVF

Across all projects, 59% of households enrolled in RRH move into permanent housing during project enrollment
(i.e., are in the move-in group). This 59% represents 2,308 out of 3,889 households. The remaining households
comprise the non-move-in group, which will be discussed further in the Exits to Permanent Housing section. This
section will focus on only the move-in group.
Directly in line with the overall move-in rate, 59% of Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) enrollees
are in the move-in group, as are 58% of Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) households. ESG’s slightly lower rate
might be partially due to the program’s requirement that a household be housed within 90 days of enrollment.
SSVF does not have this requirement. At 84%, CoC-funded projects have the highest rate of households in the
move-in group. However, this 84% rate is calculated from a small number of total households, including only
those enrolled during the final three months of the data analysis period—October to December 2017. Before
October 2017, CoC-funded projects only recorded clients as “enrolled” once the client had moved into
permanent housing. Thus, the data is only comparable going forward from this date.
METHODOLOGY: MOVE-INS TO PERMANENT HOUSING (AS PART OF RRH PROJECT ENROLLMENT)
The data in this analysis includes participants enrolled in RRH projects from January 1, 2014 to December 31,
2017. Data comes from Chicago’s Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). A total of 28 RRH projects
are included in the analysis. Bridge housing is excluded from the analysis. This is consistent for all analysis in this
chapter. Each subsequent section includes a list (like the one below) specific to that section.
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)
Client Type
Unique or Duplicates
Exclusions

ESG- and SSVF-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017
CoC-funded projects: 10/1/2017 to 12/31/2017
Household – Client counts based on the head of household
Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 43

CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE MOVE-IN GROUP
The following table summarizes households in the move-in group by different characteristics, including chronic
homelessness status, household type, age, and veteran status.
TABLE 4-1. MOVE-INS TO PERMANENT HOUSING FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS BY FUNDING SOURCE

CATEGORY
CHRONICALLY
HOMELESS*

UNACCOMPANIED
YOUTH UNDER 25

FAMILIES WITH
CHILDREN
(HOUSEHOLDS WITH
CHILDREN AGE 18 AND
YOUNGER)
VETERANS

FUNDING
SOURCE

TOTAL
NUMBER
(A)

TOTAL
NUMBER
MOVE-INS
(B)

PERCENT
MOVE-INS
(B/A)

ESG

148

78

53%

SSVF

553

333

60%

Total

701

411

59%

ESG

109

58

53%

SSVF

42

19

45%

Total

151

77

51%

ESG

379

229

60%

SSVF

214

131

61%

Total

593

360

61%

ESG

355

226

64%

SSVF

2,662

1,576

59%

Total

3,017

1,802

60%

KEY FINDING(S)
While ESG’s move-in rate is
slightly lower, overall
chronically homeless
households achieved the exact
same rate of move-ins as other
households.
Approximately half of ESG and
SSVF youth clients move into
permanent housing, which is
lower than the overall move-in
rate of 59%.
In both ESG and SSVF, families
have a move-in rate slightly
higher than the overall rate of
59%.

The move-in rate for veterans
is 60%, which is approximately
equal to the overall RRH movein rate of 59%.

Note: Due to the small number of CoC households in the move-in group, this table does not include data from CoC-funded projects.
* The definition of chronic homelessness was changed in 2015 and was reflected in HMIS beginning in 2016.
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LENGTH OF TIME TO MOVE INTO PERMANENT HOUSING (AS PART OF RRH PROJECT
ENROLLMENT)
Informed by the Housing First approach, one main goal of RRH is to move households to permanent housing as
quickly as possible, minimizing the amount of time people spend in homelessness. As of October 2017, all RRH
projects are required by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to log the date of movein to permanent housing during project participation (the start date of the lease) as a separate entry from
enrollment date (i.e., when a person starts using RRH services, such as housing location services and case
management). This way, data can be gathered on the number of households that projects engage with and the
length of time it takes for households to move into housing.
The median length of time from project enrollment to date of move-in is 46 days. Almost two-thirds of the
households (61%) move in by the two-month mark. Another 30% move in between two and six
.
FIGURE 4-2. LENGTH OF TIME FROM PROJECT ENROLLMENT TO MOVE-IN DATE
35%
30%
30%

26%

25%
18%

20%
15%
10%

6%

9%

8%

3%

5%
0%

0-2 days
(<1 week)

3-7 days
(<=1 week)

8 to 14 days
(1-2 weeks)

15 to 30 days
(2-4 weeks)

31 to 60 days
(1-2 months)

61 to 180 days
(2-6 months)

Over 180 days
(>6 months)

METHODOLOGY: LENGTH OF TIME TO MOVE INTO PERMANENT HOUSING (AS PART OF RRH
PROJECT ENROLLMENT)
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)
Client Type
Unique or Duplicates
Exclusions

ESG- and SSVF-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017
CoC-funded projects: 10/1/2017 to 12/31/2017
Household – Client counts based on the head of household
Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.
Excludes records with missing dates.
Excludes records where the enrollment date is ON or AFTER the
housing move-in date.
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EXITS TO PERMANENT HOUSING
Another goal of RRH is for enrollees to exit to a permanent housing destination; i.e., to be living in permanent
housing when they complete or otherwise disengage from the project. Across all RRH projects, including both
the move-in and non-move-in groups, approximately 73% of exited households are reported to be living in
permanent housing at the time of their exit.i Exit destination is highly dependent on whether the household is in
the move-in or non-move-in group: 94% of households in the move-in group were still in permanent housing at
the time of exit from their RRH project, compared to 38% of those in the non-move-in group. Furthermore, at
exit, 36% of the non-move-in group remained living in homelessness, compared to only 2% of those in the movein group (Figure 4-3).ii
FIGURE 4-3. COMPARISON OF EXIT DESTINATIONS FOR MOVE-IN GROUP AND NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Non-Move-In Group

Move-In Group
Permanent
Housing, 94%

Permanent
Housing, 38%

Homelessness,
36%

Homelessness,
2%
Other, 4%

Other, 26%

Note: “Other” includes destinations such as hospitalization, living temporarily with family or friends, incarceration, etc.

It is possible for households in the non-move-in group (i.e., those that did not move into permanent housing as
part of their RRH project) to nonetheless be living in a permanent housing situation at the time of their RRH
project exit. These households attained permanent housing separate from their RRH project. Forty-six percent
were living in a rental subsidized by a different program—most commonly the Veterans Affairs Supportive
Housing (VASH) subsidy. Approximately one-third were residing in a rental apartment without any attached
subsidy.

i

The permanent housing category consists of multiple situations, including rental or ownership of housing by the project enrollee with or
without housing subsidies, continuation into other permanent housing projects, or permanent tenure with family or friends. See the
HMIS Data Standards Manual for more information: http://bit.ly/2mnM458.
ii

A client’s “exit destination” refers to their living situation as of the date they exit enrollment from an RRH project. The “Returns to
Homelessness” section examines data on clients who had an exit destination to permanent housing but eventually registered again as
homeless in the Chicago CoC’s HMIS database.
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TABLE 4-2. EXIT DESTINATIONS BY RECORD OF MOVE-IN

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Number of
Records

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

Number of
Records

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

2,274

94%

2%

4%

1,380

38%

36%

26%

METHODOLOGY: EXITS TO PERMANENT HOUSING
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)

ESG-, SSVF-, and CoC-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017

Client Type

Household – Client counts based on the head of household

Unique or Duplicates

Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.
Only includes records of households that have exited the RRH
program (i.e., excludes records without a date of exit).

Exclusions

FUNDING SOURCE
Enrollees in SSVF-funded projects have the highest rate of exit to permanent housing destinations for both the
move-in group, at 95%, and for the non-move-in group, at 41%. The CoC- and ESG-funded projects have slightly
lower rates of exit to permanent housing for move-in group households, at 91% and 92% respectively. The rate
for non-move-in households is 38% for CoC and 31% for ESG. The “other” destinations can include
hospitalization, living temporarily with family or friends, incarceration, etc. The difference between the move-in
and non-move-in groups is even greater for rates of exit to homelessness than for rates of exit to permanent
housing. Of the move-in group, only 2% of the ESG and SSVF households and none of the CoC households were
homeless at exit. For the non-move-in group, 32% of SSVF households and 44% of ESG households were
homeless at exit, while the CoC households again had no exits to homelessness.
For move-in group households, the rates of exit to a given destination are similar across funding sources (Figure
4-4). The overall exit rate for move-in group households is 94% to permanent housing and 2% to homelessness
(Table 4-3). This suggests that, despite differences in target population and programmatic elements, all projects
have similar outcomes for move-in group households.
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FIGURE 4-4. EXIT DESTINATION RATE BY FUNDING SOURCE FOR MOVE-IN AND NON-MOVE-IN HOUSEHOLDS
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The rates of exit for non-move-in households are more varied across the funding sources. Non-move-in
households enrolled in CoC-funded projects represent a very small data set, which accounts for the difference
between these outcomes and those of the ESG- and SSVF-funded projects. However, the variation between the
outcomes of the ESG- and SSVF-funded projects could be related to differences in target populations and
programmatic elements. It is possible that in SSVF-funded projects, the veteran status of enrollees leads to more
non-RRH permanent housing options than are available to non-veteran enrollees in ESG-funded projects. The
higher exit to homelessness rate for non-move-in households enrolled in ESG-funded projects could also be due
in part to ESG’s program design, which ends a household’s enrollment after 90 days if that household has not
moved into housing. Since SSVF does not employ this 90-day program element, this difference between the
funding sources could partially explain the difference in exit destination rates for non-move-in households.
TABLE 4-3. EXIT DESTINATIONS BY FUNDING SOURCE

FUNDING
SOURCE

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

CoC

91%

0%

8%

38%

0%

63%

ESG

92%

2%

6%

31%

44%

25%

SSVF

95%

2%

3%

41%

32%

26%

INCOME REQUIREMENT
ESG-funded projects that are not focused on veterans require income at time of enrollment. All other RRH
projects—veteran-focused ESG-funded projects, SSVF-funded projects, and CoC-funded projects—do not
require income at time of enrollment. This section analyzes exit destinations for projects that require income at
entry compared to those that do not.
Income requirements at time of enrollment do not significantly affect the rate of exit to permanent housing
(Table 4-4). For households in the move-in group, 93% of enrollees in projects with an income requirement exit
to permanent housing, compared to 94% of those in projects that do not require income. Of non-move-in
households, 31% of enrollees in income-requiring projects exit to permanent housing, compared to 40% of
those in projects with no income requirement. Projects without an income requirement achieve a slightly higher
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rate of exit to permanent housing, especially among non-move-in households. However, none of these rates
differ greatly from the overall exit destination rates, demonstrating that projects with and without income
requirements perform similarly on this outcome.
TABLE 4-4. EXIT DESTINATIONS BY INCOME REQUIREMENT

INCOME
REQUIREMENT

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

Not Required

94%

2%

4%

40%

32%

28%

Required

93%

2%

5%

31%

48%

21%

INCOME AT ENTRY
Seventy-four percent of all RRH enrollees have some form of income at the time of enrollment, referred to as
“income at entry.” Even among projects that do not require income, most participants have some form of
income. This section compares the exit outcome of households that have income at entry to those that do not.
FIGURE 4-5. PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLEES WITH INCOME AT ENTRY BY FUNDING SOURCE
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Among move-in group households, there is no difference in rates of exit to permanent housing between those
with income at entry and those without. Both groups have an exit to permanent housing rate of 94%. Among
non-move-in households, those with income at entry have a higher rate of exit to permanent housing than those
without income at entry (39% and 35%, respectively). This difference could be due to those with income at entry
having a greater likelihood of entering a non-subsidized housing situation.iii It is also relevant to note that those
in the non-move-in group that do not have income at entry exit to permanent housing 35% of the time, which is

iii

Of the non-move-in households that recorded living in permanent housing at program exit, approximately one-third reported living in a
non-subsidized rental unit.
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only 3% less than the overall non-move-in group average rate. Again, whether a household has income at entry
seems to have little impact on the success rate of RRH projects, which serve both those with and without
income equally well.
TABLE 4-5. EXIT DESTINATIONS BY INCOME AT ENTRY

INCOME AT
ENTRY

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

Permanent
Housing

Homelessness

Other

No

94%

3%

4%

35%

38%

26%

Yes

94%

2%

4%

39%

35%

26%

LENGTH OF ENROLLMENT
Length of time spent enrolled in a project often depends on multiple factors, such as project policies (including
length of rental assistance offered) and household characteristics. The length of time enrolled in a project for
non-move-in households is significantly shorter in comparison to move-in households (Table 4-6). The nonmove-in group’s median length of enrollment is 2.8 months compared to a median of 6 months for the move-in
group. Since each individual household’s reasons for their length of enrollment are specific to them, reasons for
the difference can only be speculative. For the move-in group, the rental assistance received might influence
length of enrollment. For the non-move-in group, enrollment in a different housing subsidy program might
require ending RRH project enrollment.
Only the ESG- and SSVF-funded projects are included in this data analysis due to the CoC program enrollment
date policies not being aligned with the other programs until October 2017. In the analysis of this outcome, the
CoC-funded projects are not included in the total numbers or broken down individually (Table 4-6). The ESG- and
SSVF-funded project data differ notably for this outcome. The median length of enrollment for move-in
households is 8.9 months for ESG-funded projects, compared to 5.2 months for SSVF-funded projects. The
reasons for this difference are difficult to know with certainty. One explanation could be that SSVF and ESG have
different policies regarding maximum length of rental assistance. Another could relate to the different
populations; e.g., other housing resources specific to veterans could shorten enrollments in SSVF. These
explanations are speculative, and the data is almost certainly influenced by many factors.
In contrast to the move-in group, there is no significant distinction between the funding sources for median
length of enrollment for the non-move-in group. For both ESG- and SSVF-funded programs, non-move-ins have a
median length of enrollment of 2.3 and 3 months, respectively.
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TABLE 4-6. AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME ENROLLED (MONTHS) FOR MOVE-IN AND NON-MOVE-IN HOUSEHOLDS, BY
FUNDING SOURCE

FUNDING SOURCE &
MAXIMUM LENGTH
OF RENTAL
ASSISTANCE

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Length of
Enrollment –
Average (Mean)

Length of
Enrollment –
Median

Length of
Enrollment –
Average (Mean)

Length of
Enrollment –
Median

ESG – 8 months

8.2 months*

8.9 months

3 months

2.3 months

SSVF – 6 to 12 months

5.9 months

5.2 months

3.5 months

3 months

Total

6.6 months

6 months

3.3 months

2.8 months

*Note that both the mean and median length of enrollment for the ESG-funded projects is longer than the 8 months of allowable rental
assistance. While this seems counterintuitive, the 8-month limit is the maximum time of rental assistance, while enrollment includes the
time prior to entering housing (and thus beginning rental assistance) when the household may be enrolled in the project while receiving
other forms of assistance such as case management and housing location.

METHODOLOGY: LENGTH OF ENROLLMENT
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)
Client Type
Unique or Duplicates
Exclusions

ESG- and SSVF-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017
CoC-funded projects: None included in this analysis
Household – Client counts based on the head of household
Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.
Excludes records with missing dates.
Only includes records of households that have exited the RRH
program (i.e., excludes records without a date of exit)

CHANGES TO INCOME
Increasing household income is one of the overall goals of Chicago’s homeless system, as well as a national
priority of HUD. The housing stability and other supportive services provided to enrollees in RRH projects can
have a positive influence on an enrollee’s income; for example, by successfully attaining or retaining benefits or
mitigating inherent barriers to seeking and maintaining employment. Nineteen percent of RRH project enrollees
increase their income between project enrollment and project exit (Figure 4-6). This figure is fairly consistent
across the three funding sources, with 20% of enrollees increasing income in CoC-funded projects, 21% in ESG,
and 18% in SSVF. This data specifically reflects households that have income increase during project enrollment.
Households that maintain but do not increase their income are not reflected in this analysis.
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FIGURE 4-6. PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLEES WITH INCREASED INCOME BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND EXIT, BY FUNDING
SOURCE
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The percentage of households that increase their income between enrollment and exit is fairly consistent
between the funding sources, with an overall average of 19%. However, there is a distinction between the
move-in group and the non-move-in group. Twenty-three percent of households in the move-in group increase
income, while approximately half as many (12%) in the non-move-in group do so (Table 4-7). This pattern
between move-ins and non-move-ins holds true for the funding source data as well.
One reason for increased income being more likely among the move-in group households is that, on average,
they are enrolled longer than non-move-in households. Regardless of the reason, the data clearly shows that
move-in households are far more likely to have an income increase compared to non-move-in households. This
difference between the groups reflects the importance of being housed through RRH project enrollment on a
household’s success in increasing its income.
TABLE 4-7. PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLEES WITH INCREASED INCOME BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND EXIT

FUNDING SOURCE

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

CoC

20%

Insufficient Data

ESG

27%

14%

SSVF

22%

12%

Total

23%

12%
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METHODOLOGY: CHANGES TO INCOME
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)

ESG-, SSVF-, and CoC-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017

Client Type

Household – Client counts based on the head of household

Unique or Duplicates

Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.
Only includes records of households that have exited the RRH
program (i.e., includes only those with a date of exit).

Exclusions

RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS
This analysis looks at returns to homelessness for both the move-in and non-move-in groups. A return to
homelessness is defined as a household that exits to permanent housing and later reappears in the Chicago
HMIS system as homeless (see Appendix B, “Returns to Homelessness Calculation Methodology”).iv The
household is counted as returned to homelessness if they reappear in HMIS enrolled in any of the following
program types: Street Outreach, Emergency Shelter, Transitional Housing, Safe Haven, or Permanent Housing.v
The overall rate of return to homelessness for move-in households is 18%, or 479 out of the 2,661 total
households (Table 4-8). Since all of these households were homeless at the time of enrollment in RRH, a return
to homelessness rate of 18% reflects the RRH project’s success at placing households in permanent housing.
Additionally, since RRH projects limit the length of time rental assistance can be accessed by a household, this
low rate also demonstrates that RRH households are keeping themselves from returning to homelessness even
after rental assistance ends.
TABLE 4-8. RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS FOR MOVE-IN AND NON-MOVE-IN HOUSEHOLDS

OVERALL RETURNS TO
HOMELESSNESS
Number of Did Not
Returned
Records
Return
2,661

82%

18%

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Number of
Records

Did Not
Return

Returned

Number of
Records

Did Not
Return

Returned

2,137

83%

17%

524

78%

22%

The difference between the move-in and non-move-in groups is moderate but noteworthy. The two groups
experience a five-point difference in the rate of returns to homelessness, with 17% of move-ins returning to
homelessness, compared to 22% of non-move-ins. To reiterate, the non-move-in group includes those who did

iv

Data for this analysis was exported from HMIS in February 2018. Any data captured in HMIS after this time is not included in the
analysis.
v

Since a household must be homeless in order to enroll in a Transitional or Permanent Housing program, these categories are included as
that household having “returned” to homelessness. However, for those entered in Transitional or Permanent Housing, that entry must be
at least 14 days after their exit from their RRH project. This 14-day period ensures that the household actually returned to homelessness
after their RRH exit.
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not move into permanent housing as part of their RRH project, but nonetheless were in permanent housing at
the time of their RRH project exit. The data indicates that households in the move-in group are less likely to end
up returning to homelessness after project exit than those in the non-move-in group. It is difficult to speculate
on the reason for this difference and this question may warrant further research and evaluation to help identify
possible explanations.
METHODOLOGY: RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS
The following are the parameters applied to select the HMIS data analyzed in this section.
Timeframe (Dates of Enrollment)

ESG-, SSVF-, and CoC-funded projects: 1/1/2014 to 12/31/2017

Client Type

Household – Client counts based on the head of household

Unique or Duplicates

Duplicates – Every record of RRH enrollment, including households
that may have enrolled more than once.
Excludes households with total enrollment of 0 or 1 day.
Only includes records of households that have exited the RRH
program to permanent housing.
See Returns Calculation appendix for more information.

Exclusions

Notes

Since this analysis uses data from Chicago’s HMIS system, any
information about households that is not captured in HMIS cannot
be included in this analysis. Thus, ‘return to homelessness’ refers
to households that are included in Chicago’s HMIS system.

FUNDING SOURCE
The analysis in this section investigates whether there are any significant differences in the return to
homelessness outcome between the three funding sources. Compared to the overall return to homelessness
rate of 18%, ESG-funded programs have the highest rate of return to homelessness at 22%. Both the CoC- and
SSVF-funded programs have a lower rate of 16% (Table 4-9).
TABLE 4-9. RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS BY FUNDING SOURCE

FUNDING
SOURCE

OVERALL RETURNS TO
HOMELESSNESS

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

CoC

84%

16%

83%

17%

ESG

78%

22%

78%

22%

75%

25%

SSVF

84%

16%

85%

15%

80%

20%

Insufficient Data

Across the three funding sources, the rates of return to homelessness for the move-in and non-move-in groups
are similar. For the move-in group, SSVF-funded projects have the lowest rate of return to homelessness at 15%,
compared to 17% for CoC-funded projects and 22% for ESG-funded projects. Most significantly, each funding
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source reflects the same trend: the move-in group has a lower rate of return to homelessness than the nonmove-in group.
INCOME REQUIREMENT
ESG-funded projects require that all households, except for veteran households, have some form of income at
enrollment.vi The SSVF- and CoC-funded projects do not require this. This section looks at rate of return to
homelessness for projects that require income at entry compared to those that do not.
The rate of return to homelessness differs between projects with and without an income requirement. Programs
that do not require income see a 17% rate of return to homelessness, compared to 24% for those that require
income at entry (Table 4-10). The seven-point gap between these two rates is sizable, but most likely does not
reflect a significant influence of income requirements on the rate of return to homelessness. It is more likely due
to the small sample size available to calculate this outcome (i.e., too few households in the ‘income required’
category to determine a comparable rate). If, in the future, current or new programs create policy to include a
requirement of income at entry, it would be worthwhile to reexamine the difference in return to homelessness
rates to determine if the trend identified here is repeated.
TABLE 4-10. RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS BY INCOME REQUIREMENT

INCOME
REQUIREMENT

OVERALL RETURNS TO
HOMELESSNESS

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

Not Required

83%

17%

84%

16%

80%

20%

Required

76%

24%

77%

23%

74%

26%

Those enrolled in programs that require income at entry have a higher rate of return to homelessness than the
enrollees in programs with no income requirement. This trend remains the same for move-in and non-move-in
households. The move-in group has a consistently lower rate of return to homelessness than the non-move-in
group, and the data trend is repeated here in the breakdown between projects that require income and those
that do not.
INCOME AT ENTRY
As noted in the “Exits to Permanent Housing” section of this chapter, 74% percent of all RRH enrollees have
some form of income at the time of enrollment. Even among projects that do not require income at entry, the
majority of enrollees have some form of income. This section analyzes the difference in rate of return to
homelessness between households that have income at entry and those that do not.
Comparing these two groups, the overall rate of return to homelessness is 15% for those without income at
entry and 19% for those with income at entry (Table 4-11). Households without income at entry are less likely to

vi

Starting in 2019, DFSS changed this policy. Households enrolled in ESG-funded projects are no longer required to have income at entry.
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return to homelessness than those that have income at entry. The data does not capture what percentage of the
no-income at entry households might have acquired income during project enrollment or after exit from the
project, both of which might influence the household’s likelihood of returning to homelessness. Future analysis
should look more closely at the relationship between household income and returns to homelessness.
TABLE 4-11. RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH AND WITHOUT INCOME AT ENTRY

INCOME AT
ENTRY

OVERALL RETURNS TO
HOMELESSNESS

MOVE-IN GROUP

NON-MOVE-IN GROUP

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

Did Not Return

Returned

No

85%

15%

86%

14%

84%

16%

Yes

81%

19%

82%

18%

76%

24%

Move-in group households with income at entry have an 18% rate of return to homelessness, compared to 14%
for those without income. Non-move-in households have a rate of 24% with income and 16% without income.
Despite the no-income group having a consistently lower overall rate of return to homelessness, both the
income and no-income groups follow the common trend—those in the move-in group have a lower rate of
return to homelessness than their counterparts in the non-move-in group.
LENGTH OF TIME TO HOUSING
This analysis looks at the length of time (LoT) to housing—i.e., the number of days between project enrollment
and move-in to permanent housing—and how that LoT to housing relates to those who do and do not return to
homelessness. Since only those households in the move-in group have a recorded move-in date by which to
measure length of time to housing, this analysis looks only at the move-in group.
One of the prevailing concerns among homeless service providers and policy makers in the United States is that
moving a household into housing very quickly puts the household at risk of returning to homelessness. Counter
to that concern, for RRH enrolled households in Chicago, the median length of time to housing is similar for
those that return to homelessness and those that do not: 41 days for those that return and 46 days for those
that do not (Table 4-12). This finding is consistent with nationwide statistics. HUD examined LoT to housing for
clients in emergency shelters, safe havens, and transitional housing in relation to returns to homelessness, and
found no correlation.25
TABLE 4-12. RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS BY LENGTH OF TIME TO HOUSING

RETURN TO
HOMELESSNESS

AVERAGE (MEAN) LoT TO HOUSING

MEDIAN LoT TO HOUSING

Days

Months

Days

Months

Did Not Return

69

2.3

46

1.5

Returned

74

2.5

41

1.4

The average (mean) LoT to housing is higher than the median number of days, specifically for those that do not
return to homelessness. The overall mean LoT to housing is 69 days while the median is only 46 days.
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Households that return to homelessness have a mean LoT to housing of 74 days versus a median of 41 days. The
difference between the median and the mean indicates that a subset of the population requires a longer period
to move into housing than the group average. While the median LoT to housing is shorter for those that return
to homelessness (41 days versus 46 days), the reverse is true when using the mean average instead of the
median: households that return to homelessness have a greater mean LoT to housing than those that do not (74
days versus 69 days). This reversal of which average is greater (depending on the method of analysis) offers
further evidence that there is no significant relationship between how quickly households are housed and the
likelihood that they eventually return to homelessness. This analysis indicates that these factors are likely
independent of one another.

CONCLUSION
The use of the RRH model by three different funding sources leads to a significant number of enrollments to
provide data for outcomes analysis. This large volume of data made analysis possible for this report. Analysis of
program outcomes both affirms the ongoing valuable work and creates an opportunity for identifying areas
where quality can be improved. The outcomes analysis in this chapter is the aggregation of four years of data on
nearly 4,000 households enrolled in RRH projects in Chicago. The overall picture it paints is of a program model
that is effective for a majority of households, helping them exit homelessness, move into permanent housing,
exit enrollment stabilized in permanent housing, and avoid returns to homelessness.
This analysis also illuminates how differences in program design, funding, target population, etc. might affect
aggregate outcomes. The most consistent conclusion of this analysis is that households that move into housing
as part of their RRH project (i.e., the move-in group) are the most likely to have positive outcomes. No other
element analyzed in this chapter, such as income at entry or project funding source, is as consistent a predictor
of success as moving into housing as part of the RRH project. In fact, while each analysis in this chapter has its
nuances, overall the data shows that most elements of distinction between households or between programs
(e.g. whether a program has an income requirement or whether a household has income at entry), have very
little effect on program outcomes. These elements are not decisive in determining program success, whereas
moving into housing as part of RRH enrollment is shown to be decisive to success.
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter summarizes and discusses the main findings derived from the data analysis in Chapters 3 and 4—
Demographics and Performance Outcomes. By highlighting key data, the discussion section explores the
implications of that data regarding RRH program design and policies and, additionally, identifies areas where
further analysis could guide program improvements. Finally, the lessons from the discussion are condensed into
specific recommendations on ways to improve RRH in Chicago. The policy recommendations section identifies
opportunities to improve how RRH is designed, implemented, and overseen.
DISCUSSION
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
Chapter 3 summarizes the demographics of all the heads of household enrolled in RRH between 2014 and 2017.
Analyzing the demographics paints a picture of the people in RRH: their household composition, age ranges,
race and ethnicities, and other characteristics. RRH demographics are compared to Chicago’s overall homeless
system and broken down between the three RRH funding sources: SSVF, ESG, and CoC. This section highlights a
selection of these demographic trends and discusses what they reveal about RRH and what actions or policy
changes may be warranted by this information.
AGE
The average RRH head of household is older than the average head of household in the overall homeless
population. However, this trend is not sustained when average age is broken down by funding source. Heads of
households enrolled in SSVF-funded RRH projects are significantly older than the average head of household in
Chicago’s homeless system. Those enrolled in ESG-funded projects are equal to that average, and in CoC-funded
projects they are slightly younger than average (Table 3-2). Since one of the central tenets of RRH is a time limit
on enrollment and on rental assistance, the ability of RRH households to attain and maintain income is very
important to their long-term housing stability. Gaining employment while experiencing homelessness is
challenging. Older individuals face additional barriers to employment such as competition, health challenges,
or computer illiteracy. For the SSVF-funded RRH projects, policies around income and employment issues
should consider these age-related factors.
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
The percentage of RRH households that are families with children is 8% higher than Chicago’s overall homeless
population. In RRH programs, families comprise over 1 in 5 households served. Nearly three-quarters of the
families are headed by a single adult, most often female. When broken down by funding source, an even greater
gap is reflected. Families comprise only 8% of SSVF-funded project enrollees, while 34% of ESG- and 69% of CoCfunded project enrollees are families (Figure 3-7). This demographic trend is especially important because of
RRH’s program design. Because the household’s self-sufficiency is vital to long-term housing stability, income
and employment are strongly emphasized in the RRH program. Like all families, RRH families experience
challenges related to child care (especially if the head of household is employed), transportation, education,
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child health care needs, etc. In addition to assisting enrolled families in exiting homelessness and finding a
permanent housing situation, RRH projects support families in dealing with challenges and ensuring that those
challenges do not present a barrier to stable housing. The complex challenges experienced by families should
continue to be recognized as an important element of RRH program design. The prevalence of families in the
CoC- and ESG-funded RRH projects should be addressed in the design of those programs’ policies and
procedures.
YOUTH
Youth heads of household, defined as those 18 to 24 years old, total 6.3% of RRH households. While this is lower
than the rate in the overall Chicago homeless system, youth increased as a portion of the RRH population
between 2014 and 2017. This increase could be the result of the increase in the number of CoC-funded RRH
units which, starting in April 2017, directed more youth to RRH through the Coordinated Entry System (CES).
Since CoC housing is the most likely source of future RRH project expansion, and CoC-funded projects have a
higher percentage of youth than the other funding sources, it is likely that youth will represent a growing
proportion of RRH enrollees. This trend is itself important for RRH planning since homeless youth have unique
needs and challenges. For example, a significantly greater rate of the youth homeless population than the
overall homeless population (5% vs 1%, respectively) identifies as transgender or gender non-conforming (Figure
3-10). Although the data was not gathered specifically for RRH, research on national trends shows that LGBTQ
youth experience homelessness at approximately twice the rate of their peers.26 This population experiences
additional discrimination in housing and employment; thus, there will be an ongoing need for RRH projects to
include policies and efforts that account for and attempt to mitigate the impact of these discriminations. This is
only one example of the unique needs and challenges faced by youth experiencing homelessness. It will be
important to monitor how quickly and how much this demographic grows as a portion of the RRH population
and consider policies that meet their needs.
RATES AND LENGTH OF TIME TO MOVE INTO PERMANENT HOUSING
Chapter 4 provides an in-depth analysis of outcomes data. While all the outcomes data analyzed is informative,
this section highlights a selection for additional discussion.
Chicago’s homeless system is guided by a Housing First philosophy, and RRH projects work to get enrollees
housed as quickly as possible. Once a household is enrolled in an RRH project, the case management services
assist the household in exiting homelessness, as well as with other goals. Thus, when examining RRH outcomes,
two important data elements are: (1) the percentage of households that move into permanent housing, and (2)
the length of time between enrollment and move-in to permanent housing.
As defined in Chapter 4, the move-in group consists of those that move into housing as part of RRH project
enrollment. Non-move-ins are those that do not move into housing as part of RRH project enrollment. Nonmove-ins do receive case management and other services while enrolled in their RRH project, and some are in
permanent housing at exit, having attained housing not connected to their RRH project. Out of all enrollments,
59% of households are in the move-in group. The percentage of households in the move-in group is similar
across all three funding sources, for households who are and are not chronically homeless, and for both families
and singles. Youth under age 25, however, have a notably lower rate compared to other RRH households. Only
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51% of youth households are in the move-in group; 8% lower than the overall average. Chicago’s RRH
programs will need to examine why this rate is lower for youth and what targeted efforts might increase the
percentage of youth households in the move-in group.
Of households in the non-move-in group, 38% are living in a permanent housing situation at the time of exit
from RRH project enrollment. Since these households do not move into housing as part of their RRH project
enrollment, they attain permanent housing by some other means, such as a different subsidy (e.g. VASH
voucher), a non-subsidized rental, or living stably with friends or family. The non-move-in households that are in
permanent housing at exit demonstrate the flexibility of the RRH program design, which offers case
management and other supportive services, in addition to rental assistance. These households do not utilize the
rental assistance available through their RRH project; however, they likely utilize case management and other
supportive services and may even have been helped by their RRH project’s housing location services in finding
the permanent housing they attain. These households are evidence of the positive role of case management
and other services in the “pre-housing” period (the time between RRH project enrollment and attaining
housing). While some of these households may have attained housing regardless of their enrollment in an RRH
project, the relatively high percentage (38%) of the non-move-in group that attains housing is indicative of the
positive effect of RRH case management services.
RRH projects record the enrollment dates of all households, and for households in the move-in group, the date
of move-in is also recorded. This allows for analysis of the length of time between enrollment and move-in
dates, which is an important outcome because the Housing First philosophy encourages moving into housing as
quickly as possible. The RRH projects are successful when measured by this outcome, with 61% of the move-in
group reaching housing within two months of enrollment. An additional 30% are housed between two and six
months after enrollment, and 9% are housed after six months. As stated in the Chapter 2 policy overview, the
program model of the ESG-funded RRH projects dictates that enrolled households must move into housing
within 90 days of enrollment or be exited from the project. While as-soon-as-possible move-in is the Housing
First goal, the data analysis of this outcome shows that there are a portion of households that take longer than
two to three months to move into housing. Although it is not ideal that the length of time between enrollment
and move-in is greater than two to three months for some households, these households eventually achieve the
desired outcome of housing. Since the ESG policy dictates that households that do not achieve move-in by 90
days are exited from enrollment, and some households take longer than 90 days to reach move-in, it follows
that some portion of ESG enrolled households would have moved into housing if they had not been exited after
90 days. Data analysis such as this helped guide a policy change at DFSS: beginning in 2019, the ESG-funded RRH
projects no longer limit enrollees to a 90-day pre-housing period.
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EXITS TO PERMANENT HOUSING
A household exiting project enrollment to a permanent housing destination is a positive outcome, whether the
household is in the move-in or the non-move-in group. For all enrollments, the aggregate rate of exit to
permanent housing is 73%, with the move-in group having a 94% rate and the non-move-in group a 38% rate.
The significant gap between the 94% and 38% rates shows that those in the move-in group are far more
successful at exiting to a permanent housing destination than those in the non-move-in group. Across many of
the outcomes, the move-in group is consistently more successful than the non-move-in group. While the RRH
model is designed to flexibly meet the needs of its enrollees—and some do find success utilizing only case
management services—this outcome data demonstrates that the RRH model is far more successful for people
that also utilize the rental and other housing assistance. Future analysis should examine exit destination in
greater detail to determine what other factors, in addition to move-in
group status, have a significant correlation to destination; for
VOICES OF SERVICE PROVIDERS *
example, if length of time homeless prior to entry correlates to the
destination outcome.
“Being committed to housing is
kind of like being committed to
While the rates of exit to permanent housing are similar across
sobriety.”
funding sources for the move-in group, this is not the case for the
non-move-in group. Specifically, ESG-funded projects have a 10%
*Quotes are drawn from interviews with
higher rate of exit to a homeless situation than SSVF-funded projects.i
RRH project staff members.
This difference could be caused by several factors, including SSVF’s
exclusive service of veterans. As noted in the previous section, ESG’s
90-day rule leads to some households being exited from the project that otherwise might have moved into
housing. The 90-day rule is likely one contributor to ESG’s higher rate of exits to homelessness. Future analysis
should examine if the elimination of the 90-day rule (beginning in 2019) reduces the exit to homelessness rate
for the ESG-funded RRH projects.
Several outcomes are notable for their consistency across different funding sources and household
characteristics. For example, some programs require households to have some type of income as a condition of
enrollment; however, analysis shows no notable difference between the rate of exit to permanent housing for
programs that require income at time of entry and those that do not. Similarly, households that have some
form of income at entry and those that have no income at entry have essentially equivalent rates of exit to
permanent housing, indicating that the possession of income at entry does not influence this outcome. The
funding sources that employ the RRH model in Chicago should reconsider any program rule or design element
related to income requirements at entry. Effective beginning in 2019, DFSS has eliminated the income
requirement from ESG-funded projects. Because of this change, lack of income will no longer disqualify a
household from project enrollment. More in-depth analysis should examine how income relates to the rate of
exit to permanent housing. For example, analysis should explore whether the level and type of income a
household has at entry significantly influences outcomes.

i

CoC-funded programs did not have enough households that fit this data criteria to make their exit rates comparable to the other
programs.
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INCOME CHANGE DURING PROJECT ENROLLMENT
Since income is of paramount importance to households’ self-sustainability, income change during enrollment is
one of the outcomes tracked by RRH projects. Nineteen percent of the households in Chicago’s RRH projects
increase their income between project enrollment and exit. The average length of project enrollment is 6.6
months for households in the move-in group and 3.3 months for non-move-in households. When measured
against this relatively short period of enrollment, the fact that nearly one in five households increases their
income between entry and exit should be seen as a success. Increased income is more likely for households in
the move-in group than for non-move-in households—23% of move-in households increase their income,
compared to 12% of non-move-in households. Approximately twice as many move-in households as non-movein households increase their income, reflecting the trend common to nearly all of the outcomes analyzed in this
report—RRH households that get housed through their projects have a much higher success rate than those that
do not. In other words, Housing First leads to more households increasing their income, exiting to permanent
housing, and avoiding returns to homelessness.
Analyzing whether a household’s income increases
VOICES OF SERVICE PROVIDERS
between project enrollment and exit is the most
“We’re talking about a lot of work [to get
straightforward way to determine what impact the RRH
employment], for someone with no childcare or
project may have on the income of households.
daycare, no education, no work history.”
However, since income is so central to households’ selfsustainability, it would be beneficial to conduct indepth analyses of the RRH households’ income. In addition to measuring the straightforward increase or lack
thereof, analyses could look at the amount of increase, the income sources most related to increases, whether
increases are more likely for those starting with no income compared to those with pre-established income, etc.
These types of income data analyses will provide even greater insight into how RRH projects can be improved.ii
RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS
VOICES OF SERVICE PROVIDERS
“People typically do stay in housing as
long as [we’re] engaging with them
when they exit. At the six-month
point after exiting, most are housed.”

The rate of return to homelessness outcome is vital to understanding
the success of RRH as a program model. The outcome is calculated
by looking at all households that exit to a permanent housing
destination and counting those that return to homelessness as
captured in Chicago’s HMIS. The aggregate result is an 18% rate of
return to homelessness.

The difference between move-in group households and non-move-in
group households is particularly notable in relation to this outcome. The return to homelessness outcome looks
exclusively at households that exit to a permanent housing destination. For move-in group households, 94% exit
to a permanent destination. Of those, 17% return to homelessness. For the non-move-in group households, 38%

ii

For data analysis and policy recommendations related to RRH and Employment, see the 2017 Heartland Alliance report on the subject:
Schnur, C., Warland, C., Young, M., & Maguire, T. (2017). Integrating rapid re-housing & employment: Program & policy
recommendations for enhancing rapid re-housing. Chicago, IL: Heartland Alliance’s National Initiatives on Poverty & Economic
Opportunity.
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exit to a permanent destination and, of those, 22% return to homelessness. This data demonstrates that those
exiting to permanent housing from the non-move-in group are 29% more likely to return to homelessness
than their counterparts in the move-in group. Whatever the exact cause of the different rates, the data shows
that exiting to permanent housing from the move-in group makes a household less likely to return to
homelessness.
More detailed analysis of households that return to homelessness could be a particularly valuable source of
information to improve program quality. The present data analysis supports the conclusion that the RRH
program model is effective at keeping households from returning to homelessness, with only an 18% return
rate. However, those 18% of households that return to homelessness could be analyzed to search for common
trends that might help predict, and thus prevent, their return to homelessness. For example, while households
with income at entry and those without have similar rates of returns to homelessness, the level of income at exit
could have a more pronounced effect on return rates. Alternatively, return rates might be correlated to the ratio
of income to rent for households that exit the program with an unsubsidized lease obligation. This kind of
analysis could help inform best practices and, over time, improve RRH programs in Chicago.
Since the goal of RRH programs is to exit households from homelessness, the rate of return to homelessness is
an important outcome. However, it is all of the outcomes together—rates of move-in, rates of exit to permanent
housing, income increase, etc.—that paint a full picture of project success. For example, since the exit to
permanent housing rate and return to homelessness rate are related, RRH programs achieve greater success
equally by either lowering the rate of return to homelessness or by increasing the rate of exit to permanent
housing. All the data elements together provide an understanding of how the RRH model works. It is that
understanding that can be leveraged to improve RRH programs in Chicago.

TOPICS FOR ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS
•
•
•
•

•

•

Can the design of the rental subsidy be improved? Possible improvements include greater
standardization between projects and a step-down design.
How can progressive engagement be more uniformly defined among the Chicago RRH community and
implemented in a more standardized way across projects?
Are there commonalities between the “negative” outcomes such as non-move-in households and
households that return to homelessness? If there are common trends, what are the implications?
Since income at entry does not influence most outcomes, do other income-related factors influence
outcomes, such as amount of income, income source, or type of housing at project exit (rental vs. family
or subsidy vs. no subsidy)?
What are the systems-level impacts of RRH in Chicago; for example, on reductions to overall
homelessness and reductions to length of time homeless? What are the comparative costs of RRH
versus other housing interventions in Chicago?
Would decreased rent affordability and/or lower vacancy rates, or other local housing market trends,
affect RRH in a different way than they would affect Permanent Supportive Housing or other longerterm subsidy programs? If so, what RRH policies could be recommended to mitigate the issue?
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
The in-depth outcomes analysis in this report provides an opportunity to examine RRH in Chicago—how it is
designed, implemented, and overseen. This section offers policy recommendations aimed at improving the
program and its outcomes.
•

•

•

•

Increase RRH Availability Through Policy, Advocacy, and Communications
o Increased uptake will build a vibrant community of practitioners in Chicago the way it exists for
Permanent Supportive Housing.
Continue to Expand and Formalize Landlord Engagement
o Provide outreach and education in order to engage more landlords and thus increase available
housing and make move-ins quicker and easier.
o Create a Landlord Risk Mitigation Fund to encourage landlord engagement by reducing the
concerns related to financial risk.
Standardize Project Policies and Procedures Where Possible
o Eliminate income requirements (at time of
publication, DFSS’s policy has changed to eliminate
VOICES OF SERVICE PROVIDERS
the income requirement from ESG-funded projects
“If someone can help them advocate
starting in 2019. With this change, no Chicago RRH
for themselves and continue to
project currently requires income at entry).
provide ongoing education around
o Eliminate limits on length of time allowed prior to
being a tenant, that would be
housing move-in (at time of publication, DFSS’s
immensely helpful.”
policy has changed to eliminate the 90-day prehousing enrollment limit for ESG-funded RRH
“The biggest issue is they just don’t
projects starting in 2019).
have ongoing services—meaning
o Length of assistance: create length of assistance
some sort of case management,
policies that provide maximum flexibility allowed by
support, more regularly than a
funder regulations while emphasizing the use of
follow-up every 3-months. … It takes
minimum length of assistance to meet each
someone being able to talk them
individual household’s needs.
through it to avoid entering the
o Create a common policy for financial assistance
homeless system again.”
structure and methods of determining amount of
rental assistance.
Formulate, Refine, and Communicate RRH Best Practices
o Progressive engagement: how “right sizing” works in practice for Chicago’s RRH programs.
o Employment and income from the start: emphasize to providers the importance of beginning
employment and/or income discussions from first engagement and disseminate information on
.”
client-centered approaches to employment.
o Increase collaboration and communication among RRH providers and case managers to support
implementation and refinement of best practices.
o Ongoing evaluation of outcomes through use of dashboards, local evaluation processes,
monitoring, etc., to inform continuous quality improvement.
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•
•

•

Develop participant peer support groups and/or other methods of post-RRH enrollment community
support and aftercare.
Develop a formal structure of RRH provider peer-to-peer support, trainings, workshops, and other
methods to increase collaboration and resource sharing as well as information sharing and continuous
education.
Advocate for greater flexibility or other resources to fund related expenses such as utilities,
transportation, furniture, etc.

CONCLUSION
During the four years reviewed in this report—2014 to 2017—RRH in Chicago grew significantly and established
itself as one of the major service models in the city’s homeless system. Chicago’s RRH projects have
demonstrated successful outcomes for enrolled households. In addition to affirming RRH’s success in Chicago,
the data analysis also revealed areas where RRH is not meeting the needs of all the people it serves. This
information is the most important result of the analysis since it shows how RRH can be improved to do better
for even more people. Implementing the policy recommendations in this chapter will take effort, commitment,
and leadership on the part of all people involved in RRH in Chicago. The result will be tangible quality
improvements in Chicago’s RRH programs.
Overall, RRH has proven to be an effective model for ending homelessness in the city. The model’s presence
should continue to expand within Chicago’s homeless system. The information in this report—the background,
the program overview, the demographics, the outcomes, and the discussion and recommendations—can help
guide that growth, leading to both an expanded and improved RRH program in Chicago.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 65

APPENDIX A: REFERENCES
1

United States Interagency Council on Homelessness. (2015). Opening Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End
Homelessness.
https://www.usich.gov/resources/uploads/asset_library/USICH_OpeningDoors_Amendment2015_FINAL.pdf.
2

All Chicago Making Homelessness History. (2012). Chicago’s Plan 2.0: A Home for Everyone.
https://allchicago.org/sites/allchicago.org/files/ChicagoPlan2.0.pdf.
3

All Chicago Making Homelessness History. (2017). The Action Agenda. https://allchicago.org/continuum-care/actionagenda.
4

United States Interagency Council on Homelessness. (2018). Rapid Re-Housing.
https://www.usich.gov/solutions/housing/rapid-re-housing.
5

United States Interagency Council on Homelessness. (2016). “Housing First Checklist: Assessing Projects and Systems for a
Housing First Orientation.” https://www.usich.gov/resources/uploads/asset_library/Housing_First_Checklist_FINAL.pdf.
6

Perrenod, M. (1999). Developing and Managing Scattered-Site Rental Housing. The Enterprise Foundation.
https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=887&nid=3758.
7

Corporation for Supportive Housing. Supportive Housing Scattered-Site Ownership Model. http://www.csh.org/wpcontent/uploads/2015/12/IL_Toolkit_Model_Scattered-Site-Owned.pdf.
8

Giraud, Jean-Michel. (2018). Employment First: A Powerful Tool for Ending Homelessness. United States Interagency
Council on Homelessness. https://www.usich.gov/news/employment-first-a-powerful-tool-for-ending-homelessness/.
9

Schnur, C., Warland, C., Young, M., & Maguire, T. (2017). “Integrating rapid re-housing & employment: Program & policy
recommendations for enhancing rapid re-housing.” Chicago, IL: Heartland Alliance’s National Initiatives on Poverty &
Economic Opportunity. http://nationalinitiatives.issuelab.org/resource/integrating-rapid-re-housing-employment-programpolicy-recommendations-for-enhancing-rapid-re-housing-2.html.
10

“Chicago Coordinated Entry System Prioritization Chart.” https://d155kunxf1aozz.cloudfront.net/wpcontent/uploads/2018/09/CES-Prioritization_Updated-Sept-2018.pdf.
11

Abt Associates and the Technical Assistance Collaborative (TAC). (2016). Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF):
FY 2016 Annual Report. Prepared for the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs.
https://www.va.gov/HOMELESS/ssvf/docs/SSVF_FY2016_Annual_Report_508c.pdf.
12

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R). The Family
Options Study. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/family_options_study.html.
13

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R). Evaluation of
the Rapid Re-housing for Homeless Families Demonstration (RRHD) Program. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/rapidrehousing-program.html.
14

Jason M. Rodriguez & Tessa A. Eidelman. (2017). “Homelessness Interventions in Georgia: Rapid Re-Housing, Transitional
Housing, and the Likelihood of Returning to Shelter,” Housing Policy Debate.
https://www.va.gov/HOMELESS/ssvf/docs/Georgia_RRH_and_Likelihood_of_Return_to_Shelter.pdf.
15

Abt Associates, Inc. and Vanderbilt University. (2016). “Family Options Study: 3-Year Impacts of Housing and Services
Interventions for Homeless Families.” Prepared for U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy
Development and Research. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Family-Options-Study-FullReport.pdf.
16

Rapid Re-Housing Institute. “Rapid Re-Housing Institute: Practice Track Day 1.” Presentation. Los Angeles, CA: October 31
to November 1, 2017.
17

Ibid.

18

Ibid.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 66

19

National Alliance to End Homelessness. (2015). “Rapid Re-Housing Progressive Engagement Guide.”
https://endhomelessness.org/resource/progressive-engagement-stability-conversation-guide/.
20

Rapid Re-Housing Institute. “Rapid Re-Housing Institute: System Track Day 1.” Presentation. Los Angeles, CA: October 31
to November 1, 2017.
21

Coordinated Entry System Continuum of Care IL 510. “Policies & Procedures Guide.” http://www.csh.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/02/CES-Policy-and-Procedure-Guide_January.pdf.
22

All Chicago Making Homeless History. Chicago Dashboard to End Homelessness. Accessed on May 15, 2018.
https://allchicago.org/dashboard-to-end-homelessness.
23

Ibid.

24

Ibid.

25

Suchar, Norm. “Power in Numbers.” Director, Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs, U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development. Presentation at National Human Services Data Consortium on October 12, 2017.
http://www.nhsdc.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/F2017-Suchar-Plenary-Power-in-Numbers.pdf
26

Morton, M. H., Samuels, G. M., Dworsky, A., & Patel, S. (2018). “Missed opportunities: LGBTQ youth homelessness in
America.” Chicago, IL: Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago.

Rapid Re-Housing in Chicago: 2014 to 2017 | 67

APPENDIX B: RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS CALCULATION
METHODOLOGY
FORMULA: RATE OF RETURN TO HOMELESSNESS =

Study Pool
(4,331 records)

Returns
Denominator
(2,661 records)

Returns
Numerator
(478 records)

RETURNS NUMERATOR
RETURNS DENOMINATOR

TOTAL ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS
(STUDY POOL)
• Clients enrolled in RRH projects in City of
Chicago between January 1, 2014 and
December 31, 2017.
• Records are for head of household.
• Records include duplicate households, since
every record of enrollment is captured.
• Assume that clients who were only enrolled
for 0 to 1 day likely did not receive RRH
services. Hence, records with total length of
enrollment of 0 to 1 day are excluded from
study population.

HOUSEHOLDS THAT EXITED TO PERMANENT HOUSING (RETURNS DENOMINATOR)
•

Records included in Total Study Population, plus the following criteria:
+ Records of heads of households that exited RRH to a permanent housing destination

HOUSEHOLDS THAT RETURNED TO HOMELESSNESS (RETURNS NUMERATOR)
•

Records included in Returns Denominator, plus the following criteria:
+ For each record of exit from an RRH project into a permanent housing destination (Returns
Denominator), see if client reappeared in any of the following project types: Street Outreach,
Emergency Shelter, Transitional Housing, Safe Haven, and Permanent Housing.
+ If there is a reappearance, that record of RRH exit is flagged as having led to a “return to
homelessness.” The number of reappearances attached to this RRH exit is irrelevant for the
purposes of this analysis (i.e. a client may reappear in HMIS multiple times after his/her recorded
RRH exit, but the “return” is only counted once).
+ NOTE: Reappearances in Transitional Housing and Permanent Housing must be more than 14 days
after RRH project exit in order to count as a return to homelessness. The 14-day lag period is to
ensure that clients who are proceeding through the homeless system in a natural progression are
not falsely identified as having returned to homelessness.
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