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Executive Summary 
Background

Boys & Girls Clubs of Calgary (BGCC) has operated Hav-
en’s Way, a supportive housing program for female youth, 
since 2004 with support from the Safe Haven Foundation of 
Canada (SHFC), private donors and more recently, Alberta 
Human Services. The program has existed since 2000 and 
was initially operated by its SHFC founders. Since BGCC 
took operations on, more than 40 young women have had 
access to the supportive home environment where they can 
focus on their education and develop the skills and supports 
WKDW�ZLOO�WUDQVLWLRQ�WKHP�LQWR�DGXOW�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\�

The Haven’s Way program approach aligns with best prac-
tice literature on a Foyer model for youth, which is gaining 
attention from service providers, funders and researchers 
across Canada as a promising approach to end youth home-
lessness that combines essential housing and supports 
focused on successful transitions to adulthood. 

To fully understand the program’s strengths, alignment with 
best practices, and potential areas of further enhancement, 
BGCC initiated a comprehensive evaluation of Haven’s Way. 
Alberta Human Services funded the evaluation of Haven’s 
Way as part of a broader examination of Foyer programs in 
Alberta using consistent methods.

Evaluation Approach
Alberta Human Services provided funds to BGCC to contract 
Dr. Alina Turner (Turner Research & Strategy) to undertake 
the evaluation of Haven’s Way using methods consistent 
with two previous Foyer evaluations in Alberta. 

The general objectives of the evaluation set out by Alberta 
Human Services were two-fold:

1. 'HWHUPLQH�WKH�RYHUDOO�WKH�HႇHFWLYHQHVV�RI�WKH�)R\HU�
model to reduce and prevent homelessness in a Cana-
dian context; and 

2. $VVHVV�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�GLႇHUHQW�KRXVLQJ�PRGHOV�RQ�SUR-
gram participant success, particularly relating to hous-
ing stability, education and employment outcomes. and 
reduction of inappropriate public system interactions

The evaluation was conducted from September to Decem-
ber 2015 and included assessments of available service-lev-
el program data, as well as interviews with youth, service 
providers, and other key stakeholders. As part of this evalua-
WLRQ��VLWH�YLVLWV�ZHUH�FRQGXFWHG�WR�LQWHUYLHZ�SURJUDP�VWDႇ��
&DVH�¿OHV�ZHUH�DOVR�UHYLHZHG��DORQJ�ZLWK�DYDLODEOH�SURJUDP�
materials spanning from 1996 to 2015. 

Program Model 

Haven’s Way provides long-term housing and comprehen-
sive supports in a home-like environment to six youth at any 
one time. Haven’s Way follows the tenets of the Foyer model 
and demonstrates alignment with the core principles of Foy-
ers advanced by Canadian Observatory on Homelessness 
(Gaetz & Scott, 2012b).  As no length of stay is prescribed in 
the program, the average time youth spend at Haven’s Way 
is approximately two years.  

The target population of the program comprises of young 
women who are experiencing considerable housing instabil-
ity, alongside additional risks such as mental and physical 
KHDOWK��DGGLFWLRQV��WUDXPD��IDPLO\�FRQÀLFW��YLROHQFH�DQG�
exploitation. Youth participants have expressed a willingness 
to work on their education and other personal goals, are 
committed to respecting a variety of house rules, and work 
WRZDUGV�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\�DQG�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�LQGHSHQGHQFH��
The housing model consists of a duplex in a central residen-
tial neighbourhood where the young women reside along-
VLGH�WZR�VWDႇ��1RWDEO\��WKH�KRXVLQJ�ZDV�SXUSRVH�EXLOW�E\�WKH�
founders with the target population top-of-mind in the design 
RI�WKH�SK\VLFDO�VSDFH��2QH�VLGH�RI�WKH�GXSOH[�LV�VWDႇHG�E\�
the live-in House Parent, who is responsible for three of 
the six young women, who generally have a higher level of 
needs than those on the Supportive Roommate side of the 
duplex. 

7KH�WZR�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�3URJUDP�&RRUGLQD-
tor, who also provides one-on-one case management for the 
residents and a number of program graduates. The Coor-
dinator oversees the individualised case plans, documen-
tation, reporting and data collection, while operationalizing 
service standards outlined in agency policies and funding 
contracts. The program is overseen by the Manager of Youth 
Housing as part of a larger housing portfolio at BGCC. 
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At a Glance: Haven’s Way, Calgary, AB

Target Population Female youth, ages 14-24
History of housing instability/homelessness  
Complex needs, moderate acuity 
Moderate-low system involvement (no child welfare status)
Willing to work on education/employment goals, participate in program activities/adhere to house 
rules, including maintaining sobriety

Participants Served Maximum of six participants housed at any one time; minimal turnover due to long-term nature of 
program
Additional supports provided to program alumnae post-graduation
Since inception, an estimated 70 clients served overall

Operation Timelines 2000-2004: Operations oversight by Safe Haven Foundation of Canada
2004-Current: Operations oversight by Boys & Girls Clubs of Calgary (BGCC)

Total Annual Fund-
ing (2014/15)

$220K annually via Safe Haven Foundation, BGCC fundraising, and Alberta Human Services 
(one-time grant in 2014/15)

The cost per program space (n=6) is approximately $37,065, and cost per average participant served, assuming turnover 
RI�RQH�VSDFHV�SHU�\HDU��Q ����LV�DERXW����������7KH�SULPDU\�FRVWV�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�DUH�VWDႈQJ�UHODWHG��IROORZHG�E\�IDFLOLW\�
H[SHQVHV�DQG�GLUHFW�FOLHQW�FRVWV��$�VPDOO�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�FRVW�DVVRFLDWHG�LQ�KHDG�RႈFH�H[SHQVHV�DW�%*&&�LV�DOVR�LQFOXGHG�
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Program Performance

7KH�HYDOXDWLRQ�FRQ¿UPV�WKDW�+DYHQ¶V�:D\�FDQ�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�D�VXFFHVVIXO�)R\HU�SURJUDP�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��HႇHFWLYH�LQ�
reducing and preventing youth homelessness in a Canadian context. 

Service Quality 

To summarise the results, Haven’s Way had an overall score of 91% across all service dimension areas outlined in the 
Evaluation Framework. Evidence collected suggests high scores in all areas, with some improvements possible in the areas 
of Organizational Capacity and Service Model.

Service Dimension Area Items Maximum Score Program Score Percent
Strategic Alignment 5 15 14 93%
Service Impact 4 12 11 92%
Service Model 7 21 18 86%
Housing Placement 6 18 18 100%
Organizational Capacity 3 9 7 78%
Average 25 75 68 91%

Program Performance 

Program performance was assessed using available data from HMIS and program-level administrative information against 
established targets in the Evaluation Framework. Overall, the program showed excellent results scoring 96%. 

Performance Measure Maximum Score Program 
Score

Percent

1.       Occupancy 3 3 100%
2.       Access 3 3 100%
3.       Clinical Supports 3 3 100%
4.       Housing Stability 3 3 100%
5.       Housing Destinations 3 3 100%
6.       Income 3 2.5 67%
7.       Return to Homelessness 3 2.5 67%
8.       Reasons for Program Discharge 3 3 100%
9.       Interaction with Public Systems 3 2.5 67%
10.    Positive Relationships 3 3 100%
11.    Connections to Community 3 3 100%
12.    Employment & Education 3 3 100%
Score 36 34.5 96%
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While some data collection limitations are of note, particular-
ly the lack of a consolidated database to track performance 
indicators for the estimated 70 youth served since inception 
LQ�������PRUH�UHFHQW�GDWD�DQG�\RXWK�UHSRUWV�FRQ¿UP�QRWDEOH�
impact at the client-level: 

• All 18 youth evaluation participants reported improved 
housing stability, education and employment outcomes 
as result of program participation. A very high level of 
satisfaction with the approach was reported by all but 
one of the 18 participants interviewed. 

• 6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�FRQ¿UP�WKDW�IRU�WKH�SDVW�\HDU�RI�RSHUD-
tion (2014/15), all but one program participant residing 
at Haven’s Way maintained housing stability and were 
pursuing educational and employment goals actively. 
One program participant was being transitioned to a 
Housing First program as a more appropriate match. 

• Of the 11 graduates who left the program between 
2012 and 2015, more than half left to their own rental 
accommodations. A smaller proportion reunited with 
their family at exit or went on to live with another natural 
support. 

• Only one (9.1%) of 11 exits who left the program be-
tween 2012 and 2015 was considered negative as the 
participant left without a transition plan and has since 
experienced episodes of homelessness and housing 
instability. 

• Although the 11 graduates had left an average of two 
\HDUV�SULRU�WR�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ��VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQHG�FRQWDFW�
and were able to report the current housing, education 
and employment situation of all 11 youth. The ability of 
the program to report on long-term housing and employ-
ment/education outcomes is notable and indicative of 
WKH�RQJRLQJ�UHODWLRQVKLSV�VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQ�ZLWK�DOXPQDH��

• In terms of current education and employment status, 
63.3% of the 11 past participants had graduated high 
school, 63.3% were pursuing post-secondary/trade, 
and one was in high school. Two participants were 
not actively addressing educational goals and had not 
graduated high school (18.1%).  In terms of current 
employment status, all but two (81.8%) were employed 
either part- or full-time. 

• HMIS records available showed that average income at 
12 months was 32.1% higher than at intake, increasing 
from $700 to $925 per month. For the same records, 
employment rates remained the same at intake and 12 
months with all participants reporting part-time or full-
time employment at 75% and 25% respectively. 

“!is is real - this is my family”.
“Living at the program was something I could not have 

asked for. It was the most positive experience my life a"er 
having so much turmoil. I was in a supportive home with 

a family that I never had”. 

Program Participants
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Recommendations 

Key learnings from this evaluation enhance the existing, and relatively scarce, Canadian evidence-base for promising 
DSSURDFKHV�WR�HQG�\RXWK�KRPHOHVVQHVV��SDUWLFXODUO\�KLJKOLJKWLQJ�KRXVLQJ�DQG�VXSSRUWV�RSWLRQV�QHHGHG�WR�DVVLVW�D�VSHFL¿F�
group of female youth with complex needs. A number of recommendations relevant for the operating agency, funders, and 
researchers are outlined below.

Recommendation Service Agency Funders Researchers
Enhance funding levels and diversify sources to support Haven’s Way 
program operations. 3 3

Explore program expansion and adaptability to other populations and 
communities. 3 3 3

Articulate the program model and operational details to facilitate knowl-
edge translation. 3

Contribute to the body of knowledge on youth homelessness through 
targeted knowledge mobilization activities. 3 3

Ensure adequate resources are in place to support participants in transi-
tion and as alumnae. 3 3

Explore potential expansion of peer supports in the response to youth 
homelessness. 3 3 3

(QKDQFH�VXSSRUW�DQG�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�FXUUHQW�DQG�SDVW�SURJUDP�VWDႇ� 3 3

5HYLHZ�FXUUHQW�VWDႈQJ�PRGHO�WR�HQVXUH�DSSURSULDWH�OHYHOV�RI�VXSSRUW�DUH�
in place. 3 3

Explore means of increasing the representation of Indigenous and 
LGBTQ2S+ youth in the program and continue to enhance cultural com-
petency in these areas. 

3 3

Incorporate a consistent acuity assessment tool at intake, exit and regu-
lar intervals during service. 3 3 3

Review data collection and performance management practices to sup-
port continuous improvement. 3 3 3
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Program Essentials 

To expand and/or replicate the model for other popula-
tions, a number of features were mentioned as essential by 
\RXWK��VWDႇ��WKH�IRXQGHUV�DQG�RWKHU�VWDNHKROGHUV��ZKLFK�DUH�
consistent with youth perspectives on program strengths, as 
outlined below. 

Program Essentials

Operations

• Agency philosophy aligns with the program approach.
• &DUHHU�DGYDQFHPHQW�RI�SUHYLRXV�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�LQWR�

agency leadership roles responsible for the program 
UHDႈUP�DSSURDFK�ZLWKLQ�DJHQF\�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�
enhance support for program. 

• $JHQF\�PDQDJHPHQW�VXSSRUWV�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DXWRQRP\�
and self-care, yet steps in as needed in operations.

• /LYH�LQ�VWDႇ�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�D�GHGLFDWHG�IXOO�WLPH�
Program Coordinator, who carries case management 
and program leadership roles, additional reporting and 
accreditation-related tasks. 

• 7KHUH�LV�FRQWLQXLW\�LQ�SURJUDP�VWDႈQJ��ZLWK�ORZ�WXUQ-
over. 

• 6WDႇ�VHOI�FDUH�LV�VWURQJO\�VXSSRUWHG�WR�HQVXUH�VXVWDLQ-
ability. 

• Program balances accreditation requirements with 
maintaining a home-like environment and natural ap-
proach with youth.

• ,QGHSHQGHQW�VRXUFHV�RI�VXVWDLQDEOH�DQG�ÀH[LEOH�IXQGV�
present minor restrictions on operations, facilitating 
program responsiveness to youth versus funding re-
quirements. 

Program Model

• A thorough screening and intake process for new youth 
DQG�VWDႇ�GLVFHUQV�¿W�ZLWK�KRXVH�G\QDPLFV�DQG�SURJUDP�
model. 

• 6WDႇ�OLYH�ZLWK�\RXWK��SURYLGLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�RQVLWH�
presence, positive role modeling and low turnover to 
mitigate attachment issues. 

• 3URJUDP�WLPHOLQHV�DUH�ÀH[LEOH�EDVHG�RQ�SDUWLFLSDQW�
needs and there is no length of stay prescribed.

• Transition planning is intentional and tailored to each 
participant, with ongoing connection beyond program 
exit.  

• Financial assistance is in place to ensure youth’s basic 
needs are met, while life skills are built to pay rent, sav-
ings for move-out, budgeting for food/clothes, shopping 
and cooking.

• $FFHVV�WR�ÀH[LEOH�IXQGV�LV�LQ�SODFH�WR�FRYHU�FRVWV�RI�
recreation and community inclusion activities to build 
youth’s natural supports and life skills. 

• Program integrates natural supports and communi-
ty-based service connections to build a base for inde-
pendence after program exit.

• Youth are supported and coached in how to access 
needed resources (therapy, school, jobs, recreation, 
community supports, etc.) according to their individual 
and changing needs.

• Program graduates have access to transition planning 
DQG�VXSSRUWV�DQG�FRQVLGHUDEOH�VDYLQJV�WR�VXSSRUW�¿QDQ-
cial needs at move-out.

• Youth have access to post-secondary funding and 
HGXFDWLRQDO�FDUHHU�SODQQLQJ�VXSSRUW��UHDႈUPLQJ�WKHLU�
potential as they transition to adulthood.  

Philosophy

• A youth-led approach is in place, respective of their 
VWUHQJWKV��SUHIHUHQFHV��DQG�SDFH��VWDႇ�JXLGH�DQG�PHQ-
tor, versus prescribe youth actions.

• Supports are individually tailored to each youth, foster-
ing independence and self-determination.

• Youth feel respected, safe, and cared for in a home 
environment that provides an opportunity to experience 
and learn security and stability while making mistakes.

• There is an explicit focus on education as youth are 
supported to move forward with lives; this includes 
access to post-secondary education scholarships.

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�HႇHFWLYHO\�PLWLJDWH�ULVNV�VXUURXQGLQJ�
youth acuity (addiction, mental health, risk behaviours), 
while maintaining a relationship-focus and youth-led 
approach.

• 6WDႇ�VWULYH�WR�EDODQFH�\RXWK�OHG��KDUP�WROHUDQW�DS-
proach with the need to maintain a safe, sober living 
HQYLURQPHQW�IRU�DOO�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�OLYLQJ�LQ�WKH�KRPH��
without discharging youth into homelessness. 

• Peer support is encouraged among participants; yet, 
relationships are nurtured, not forced.

• Alumnae roles are encouraged for former participants 
DQG�VWDႇ�WR�EXLOG�FRPPXQLW\�EH\RQG�SURJUDP�H[LW�DQG�
provide opportunities to give back to the program, par-
ticularly through peer mentoring.

• Founders act as focal points supporting long-term 
engagement of alumnae by creating opportunities for 
connection, giving back, and mentoring.

Housing Environment

• Physical space is designed with target population and 
program approach in mind, facilitating a home-like 
environment. 

• Attachment to place is facilitated: youth are able to 
decorate own rooms, have a say in house decorations, 
backyard landscaping, etc. 

• Youth have active roles in determining house rules and 
have a say in regulating their home environment. 

• The presence of a physical home-base (housing en-
vironment) anchors current and past participants in a 
broader social network. 
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Introduction
Background

Boys & Girls Clubs of Calgary (BGCC) has operated 
Haven’s Way, a long-term supportive housing program for 
female youth, since 2004 with support from the Safe Haven 
Foundation of Canada (SHFC), private donors and more 
recently, Alberta Human Services. The program has existed 
since 2000 and was initially operated by its SHFC found-
ers. Since BGCC took operations on, more than 40 young 
women have had access to the supportive home environ-
ment where they can focus on their education and develop 
the skills and supports that will transition them into adult 
VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\�

The Haven’s Way program approach aligns with best prac-
tice literature on the Foyer model for youth, which is gaining 
attention from service providers, funders and researchers 
across Canada as a promising approach to end youth home-
lessness that combines essential housing and supports 
focused on successful transitions to adulthood. 

To fully understand the program’s strengths, alignment with 
best practices, and potential areas of further enhancement, 
BGCC initiated a comprehensive evaluation of Haven’s Way. 
Alberta Human Services funded the evaluation of the Hav-
en’s Way program as part of a broader examination of Foyer 
programs using consistent methods. The Haven’s Way 
evaluation was the third in a series of comprehensive ex-
aminations of housing and supports for youth experiencing 
homelessness and complex needs in Alberta in 2015.  The 
initial two were funded through the Horizontal Pilot Program 
as a partnership between Justice Canada and Employment 
and Social Development Canada (ESDC).

Alberta Human Services provided funds to BGCC to contract 
Dr. Alina Turner (Turner Research & Strategy) to undertake 
the evaluation of Haven’s Way using the same methods 
used to evaluate the federally-funded pilots in Edmonton 
and Calgary. This ensures a common Evaluation Frame-
work is applied across interventions, even where these are 
FRQVLGHUDEO\�GLႇHUHQW�LQ�GHVLJQ�DQG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��WR�GUDZ�
out essential elements of promising practice with relevance 
in future program and policy development in support of the 
Alberta Plan to Prevent and Reduce Youth Homelessness 
(2015). 

The general objectives of the evaluation set out by Alberta 
Human Services are two-fold: 

1. 'HWHUPLQH�WKH�RYHUDOO�WKH�HႇHFWLYHQHVV�RI�WKH�)R\HU�
model to reduce and prevent homelessness in a Cana-
dian context; and

2. $VVHVV�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�GLႇHUHQW�KRXVLQJ�PRGHOV�RQ�SUR-
gram participant success, particularly relating to hous-
ing stability, education and employment outcomes and 
reduction of inappropriate public system interactions.

The evaluation was conducted from September to Decem-
ber 2015 and included assessments of available service-lev-
el program data, as well as interviews with youth, service 
providers, and other key stakeholders. As part of this evalua-
WLRQ��VLWH�YLVLWV�ZHUH�FRQGXFWHG�WR�LQWHUYLHZ�SURJUDP�VWDႇ��
&DVH�¿OHV�ZHUH�DOVR�UHYLHZHG��DORQJ�ZLWK�DYDLODEOH�SURJUDP�
materials spanning from 1996 to 2015. 

This report begins with a brief overview of the program, 
followed by a discussion on the Foyer model and Evaluation 
Framework used. The evaluation results are presented in 
detail thereafter, followed by recommendations. 

1The other two programs evaluated had been funded by the Government of Canada Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS) as pilot projects to examine the 
capacity of a transitional housing program model referred to as the ‘Foyer model’ to reduce homelessness and system involvement among youth, particularly 
those involved with the justice and child intervention systems. Refer to the Alberta Foyer Evaluation Final Report for results of this evaluation (Turner, 2015).
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Haven’s Way at a Glance

+DYHQ¶V�:D\�RSHQHG�LWV�GRRUV�LQ������WR�WKH�¿UVW�FRKRUW�RI�VL[�IHPDOH�\RXWK��������\HDUV��DW�ULVN�RI�RU�H[SHULHQFLQJ�KRPH-
lessness. Haven’s Ways provides long-term housing and comprehensive supports in a home-like environment in a manner 
consistent with the core principles of the Foyer model advanced by Canadian Observatory on Homelessness (Gaetz & 
Scott, 2012b).  As no length of stay is prescribed in the program, the average time youth spend at Haven’s Way is approxi-
mately two years. 

The target population of the program comprises of young women who are experiencing considerable housing instability, 
DORQJVLGH�DGGLWLRQDO�ULVNV�VXFK�DV�PHQWDO�DQG�SK\VLFDO�KHDOWK��DGGLFWLRQV��WUDXPD��IDPLO\�FRQÀLFW��YLROHQFH�DQG�H[SORLWDWLRQ��
Youth participants have expressed a willingness to work on their education and other personal goals, commitment to respect 
D�YDULHW\�RI�KRXVH�UXOHV��DQG�ZRUN�WRZDUGV�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\�DQG�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�LQGHSHQGHQFH��
The housing model consists of a duplex in a central residential neighbourhood where the young women reside alongside 
WZR�VWDႇ��1RWDEO\��WKH�KRXVLQJ�ZDV�SXUSRVH�EXLOW�E\�WKH�IRXQGHUV�ZLWK�WKH�WDUJHW�SRSXODWLRQ�WRS�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�GHVLJQ�RI�WKH�
SK\VLFDO�VSDFH��2QH�VLGH�RI�WKH�GXSOH[�LV�VWDႇHG�E\�WKH�OLYH�LQ�+RXVH�3DUHQW��ZKR�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�WKUHH�RI�WKH�VL[�\RXQJ�
women, who generally have a higher level of needs than those on the Supportive Roommate side of the duplex. 
7KH�WZR�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�3URJUDP�&RRUGLQDWRU��ZKR�DOVR�SURYLGHV�RQH�RQ�RQH�FDVH�PDQDJHPHQW�IRU�WKH�
residents and a number of program graduates. The Coordinator oversees the individualized case plans, documentation, 
reporting, and data collection while operationalizing service standards outlined in agency policies and funding contracts. The 
program is overseen by the Manager of Youth Housing as part of a larger housing portfolio at BGCC. 
Notably, the main funder of the program and its founder, has been the Safe Haven Foundation of Canada (SHFC). The 
founders, Karen and John Sherbut, envisioned the essential tenets of the program, fundraised for and built the residence, 
DQG�RYHUVDZ�LQLWLDO�SURJUDP�RSHUDWLRQV��7KH�)RXQGDWLRQ�LQLWLDWHG�WKLV�HႇRUW�LQ�������WKRXJK�WKH�UHVLGHQFH�RSHQHG�LQ�������
The SHFC continues to be the main funder of the program, with very active engagement in community-building activities 
with alumnae (program graduates) and current residents, fundraising for the program, and administration of a recreation and 
community involvement fund for residents and alumnae. 

Haven’s Way operations were turned over to the BGCC in 2004, with an agreement for ongoing funding from the SHFC and 
MRLQW�IXQGUDLVLQJ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�HQWLWLHV��7KH�UHVLGHQFH�FRQWLQXHG�WR�EH�DQ�DVVHW�RI�WKH�6+)&��ZLWK�D�¿YH�\HDU�OHDVH�DJUHH-
ment in place with the BGCC. Rationales behind this shift will be discussed in subsequent sections. Expectedly, program de-
sign has evolved from the initial delivery in 2000 through to the new operator, and into the current state. While this evolution 
is discussed in the report, this particular evaluation primarily focuses on current operations.  
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Haven’s Way, Calgary, AB

Operating Agency Boys & Girls Clubs of Calgary

Funders Safe Haven Foundation of Canada – $90K
Alberta Human Services – $46K (one-time grant in 2014/15)
BGCC Fundraising – $57K

Total Annual Funding (2014/15) $220K

Basic Service Delivery Approach Permanent supportive housing model, targeting female youth with complex needs; 
case management and live-in supports focus follow youth/strength-based ap-
proach to support transition to independence. 

Target Population Female youth 14-24
History of housing instability/ homelessness  
Complex needs, moderate acuity
Moderate-low system involvement (no child welfare status)
Willing to work on education/employment goals, participate in program activities/
adhere to house rules, including maintaining sobriety

6WDႈQJ Supportive Roommate (PTE)
House Parent (PTE)
Program Coordinator (FTE)
Program Manager (PTE)
Program Director (PTE)

Operation Timelines 2000-2004: Operations oversight by Safe Haven Foundation of Canada
2004-Current: Operations oversight by Boys & Girls Clubs of Calgary

Housing Model Purpose-built duplex in residential neighbourhood; 4 bedrooms per side (3 for 
UHVLGHQWV����IRU�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ��

Participants Served Maximum of 6 participants housed at any one time; minimal turnover due to long-
term nature of program. 
Additional supports provided to program alumnae post-graduation. 
Since inception, an estimated 70 clients served overall. 

Current Status Program continues to operate, funded by Safe Haven Foundation of Canada, 
Alberta Human Services, and BGCC fundraising.
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The Foyer Model 
This section will provide further background to the Foyer 
model to contextualize the Haven’s Way approach within 
the broader literature on supportive housing for youth that 
grounds this evaluation’s approach. 

Early Beginnings

The Foyer model has long history stemming from post-WW2 
attempts across France to reintegrate young people into 
the workforce using lodging and employment supports. The 
adoption of the model in the UK became widespread during 
the 1990s; Canada, Australia and the US have begun exper-
imenting with the model in earnest more recently (Steen & 
Mackenzie, 2013; Gaetz & Scott, 2012a). 

In the European context, the Foyer model was primarily 
seen as a strategy to address the dual issues of housing 
instability and unemployment amongst young people. Over 
time, Foyers have grown to accommodate as many as 
100,000 young people in France (Shelter, 1992) and over 
10,000 in the UK (Quilgars, Johnsen & Pleace 2008; Lovatt 
& Whitehead, 2003, 2006). 

Service & Housing Models

Foyers employ a combination of housing and supports tar-
geting young people from the ages of 16 to 24 who are ex-
periencing homelessness or housing instability. The length 
of stay in programs is time-limited, commonly ranging from 6 
to 24 months (Steen & Mackenzie, 2013).  

Services that accompany the housing provided usually 
include: 

• Training, mentoring, life skills
• Assistance with seeking and securing employment 
• Sports, arts and social activities 
• Assistance with securing accommodation at program 

exit 

Housing varies from place-based, congregate living models 
to scattered-site approaches leveraging the rental market 
with subsidies, or a combination thereof. In the UK, Foyers 
have become increasingly associated with purpose-built 
buildings that can include on-site security and supports. 
Often, existing buildings (such as hostels) were re-purposed 
to serve as Foyers. 

In some implementations, units are provided near or on 
school or college grounds, acting like student housing, even 
taking the form of boarding school accommodations in some 
LQVWDQFHV��2WKHU�H[SHULPHQWV�LQFOXGH�VWDႇ�TXDUWHUV�ZKHUH�
housing is provided to young people working in a particular 
enterprise. Most range from 30 – 40 beds, though there 
are some programs which house as many as 100 – 200 
residents (Steen & Mackenzie, 2013; Lovatt, & Whitehead, 
2006). 

Less well-known approaches use a scattered-site housing 
model where units are dispersed in a locality, but close 
WR�WKH�)R\HU�KXE�ZKHUH�WKH�VWDႇ�DUH�ORFDWHG�IURP�ZKLFK�
support is provided. In most cases, residents are expected 
to contribute a portion of their income for rent, which may 
be complemented by subsides from government sources 
(Gaetz & Scott, 2012a).

Live Learn Earn

Improved housing outcomes Improved training/learning outcomes Improved income and employment 
outcomes

Achieve independent housing out-
comes 
Sustainability 
Development of living skills 
Level of support (as relates to inde-
pendence) 
Achievement of action plan goals 

Progress towards or achievement of 
UHFRJQLVHG�WUDLQLQJ�DZDUG��TXDOL¿FD-
tions 
Development of job skills 
Achieve full-time education/training 
Achievement of action plan goal

Achieve employment 
Sustainable employment 
Income to achieve housing outcome 
Achieve self-employment or business 
enterprise 
Achievement of action plan goal 

Number of residents entering inde-
pendent accommodation
Number of residents living in safe 
and stable accommodation

Number of residents undertaking and 
completing a recognised education or 
training course. 
Number of residents achieving agreed 
learning objectives that are linked to 
VSHFL¿F�OLYLQJ�RU�HDUQLQJ�RXWFRPHV��

Number of residents in paid employ-
ment. 
Number of residents achieving an 
equivalent situation in a non-paid or 
training position.
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Foyers & Transitional Housing 

,Q�UHÀHFWLQJ�RQ�WKH�IHDWXUHV�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�PRGHO��LW�VKRXOG�
become apparent that Canada is home to approaches that 
share features of the Foyer, particularly transitional housing 
programs. Examples of transitional housing programs where 
young people are provided with time-limited housing and 
supports, abound across the country – including Alberta. 
These models typically leverage place-based housing with 
onsite supports or facilitated connections to services includ-
ing mental health, addictions, employment and education, 
UHFUHDWLRQ��IDPLO\�UHXQL¿FDWLRQ��HWF���1RYDF��%URZQ��	�%RXU-
bonnais, 2004). 

Despite their presence across Canadian communities, there 
DUH�QR�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXGLHV�RQ�WKH�ORQJ�WHUP�HႇHFWLYHQHVV�RI�
such programs for youth in Canada, or of their success in 
helping young people transition to stable housing afterward. 
This is echoed in a report from United States Interagency 
Council on Homelessness, which noted that of the 130 
transitional housing programs operating in the US to assist 
about 4,000 young people every year, little data existed to 
DVVHVV�WKHLU�HႇHFWLYHQHVV��*DHW]��������%DUURZ�	�=LPPHU��
1998; Novac, Brown, & Bourbonnais, 2004). 

Foyers & Housing First

A core component of the Foyer model is the young person’s 
agreement to participate in the education, training, and 
employment components of the program. The literature on 
Foyers highlights that such participation is mandatory. In 
fact, the “basis for this design can be thought of as provid-
ing accommodation and support as a ‘reward’ for a young 
person making this commitment” (Steen & Mackenzie, 2013, 
p. 11). 

This mandatory participation requirement echoes the criteria 
often associated with transitional housing models as well. 
In addition, there are various rules and eligibility criteria that 
young people must meet to maintain housing in some pro-
grams, including sobriety, curfew, attending school, etc. 

While such criteria are not an issue per se, and may be 
MXVWL¿HG�DQG�UHDVRQDEOH�LQ�SDUWLFXODU�FRQWH[WV��WKH\�GR�SRVH�
an interesting contrast with harm reduction approaches 
that have emerged in earnest as part of the movement to 
introduce Housing First across Canada. It is critical that this 
underlying philosophical underpinning of Foyers be analysed 
in the context of Housing First, which is the driving approach 
to homelessness initiatives in Alberta. 

Gaetz, Scott, and Gulliver (2013) propose the following core 
principles of Housing First: 

1. Immediate access to permanent housing with no hous-
ing readiness requirements. 

2. Consumer choice and self-determination. 
3. Recovery orientation. 
4. Individualized and program participant-driven supports. 
5. Social and community integration. 

The ‘traditional’ Foyer models (and transitional housing to 
some extent) contrast the principles of Housing First on 
several key fronts: 

1. Length of Stay. Time-limited stays are set by the 
program, rather than driven by the needs of the young 
person. 

2. Participation Requirements. Housing is dependent on 
participation in various programs (education, employ-
ment, etc.) versus youth driven, and may result in dis-
charge from the program in cases of non-compliance. 

3. Housing Readiness. It is unclear to what extent transi-
tional housing and Foyer models follow a harm reduc-
tion approach and what role sobriety requirement play 
in young people’s access to housing and supports. 

As Gaetz and Scott (2012a) argue, however, it is important 
that young people have choice based on their age, maturity, 
experience and need. Housing First and Foyers are part of 
this continuum of options and can play important roles in a 
systems approach to addressing youth homelessness. 

Because the experience of adolescence is inherently tran-
sitional, this form of housing may be most appropriate for 
many young people who require the longer-term supports 
we generally consider necessary in helping them transition 
to adulthood, while building life skills that enhance their 
FDSDFLW\�WR�EHFRPH�HFRQRPLFDOO\�VHOI�VXႈFLHQW�DQG�VRFLDOO\�
integrated community members (Gaetz & Scott, 2012a, p. 
14). 
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Adapting the Foyer Model

7KHUH�LV�DQ�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�H[SORUH�PRGL¿FDWLRQV�DQG�DG-
DSWDWLRQV�RI�WKH�)R\HU�PRGHO�WKDW�DGGUHVV�VRPH�LGHQWL¿HG�
shortcomings. In fact, it is important to note that the existing 
body of literature does not prescribe a particular version 
of the Foyer model: a range of applications have been 
developed over time, with diverse service approaches and 
KRXVLQJ�FRQ¿JXUDWLRQV��,Q�IDFW��LW�LV�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�ZH�UHIHU�
to various implementations as “Foyer concept” as opposed 
to the Foyer model (Steen & Mackenzie, 2013) to highlight 
this diversity. 

The Canadian Observatory on Homelessness developed a 
comprehensive review of international evidence on applica-
tions of the model to discern a set of Foyer core principles 
ZKLFK�SURSRVH�WR�DGGUHVV�VRPH�RI�WKH�LGHQWL¿HG�FKDOOHQJHV�
with the model (Gaetz & Scott, 2012b).  These principles 
provide useful guidance for the evaluation of Haven’s Way. 

Core Principles of Foyer Model

1. Focus on helping disadvantaged young people who are 
homeless or in housing need – including young people 
leaving care – to achieve the transition from depen-
dence to independence.

2. Developmentally-appropriate environment to build com-
petence and a feeling of achievement.

3. Holistic approach to meeting the young person’s needs 
based on an understanding of adolescent development.

4. Formal plan and agreement between the Foyer and 
young person as to how the Foyer’s facilities and local 
community resources will be used in making the transi-
tion to adulthood.

5. Supported transition that is not time limited, in which 
young people can practice independent living.

6. Investment in education, training, life skills and mean-
ingful engagement in order to improve long-term life 
chances.

7. Provision of a community of peers and caring adults 
with emphasis on peer mentoring.

8. Provision of necessary and appropriate aftercare to 
ensure successful transitions to adulthood and indepen-
dent living.

Haven’s Way as a Foyer 

The idea of piloting the Foyer model in Canada was initiated 
at the national level as research from Australia and Europe 
was being reviewed by the Canadian Observatory on Home-
lessness. Dr. Steve Gaetz and Fiona Scott had undertaken a 
synthesis of such learnings and provided detailed guidelines 
on the program model in a Canadian context, which was 
published in 2012 (See Gaetz & Scott, 2012a and 2012b for 
the research overview and suggested framework for Foyers 
in Canada.). 

What became apparent from this research was that the 
model had potential impact, but required testing in a 
Canadian context. To this end, Dr. Gaetz approached the 
federal Homelessness Partnering Strategy and proposed 
dedicating funds to pilot the model. Dr. Gaetz developed the 
initial program design and recommended that Calgary and 
Edmonton be selected as pilot sites given the CE readiness 
and interest in adopting and implementing the model. 

Alberta Human Services (AHS) was in the process of de-
veloping the Plan to Prevent and Reduce Youth Homeless-
ness (released in 2015). AHS’ interests in the Foyer model 
aligned with those of HPS, and an agreement was formed 
for AHS to oversee the evaluation of the two pilots in order 
to ensure learnings were further integrated into the provin-
cial strategy and future initiatives on youth homelessness. 

It is of note that the federal pilots represented new programs 
in community in contrast to Haven’s Way, which had been 
operating since 2000. Haven’s Way emerged as a potential 
Foyer implementation after the decision to implement the 
federal pilots was made, hence the evaluation of the pro-
gram occurring later as well. 

The investment from Human Services in Haven’s Way only 
FRPPHQFHG�LQ���������¿VFDO�ZLWK�D�RQH�\HDU�DJUHHPHQW��
inclusive of the costs of this evaluation. A key aim of the 
evaluation was to assess whether the program was indeed  
DOLJQHG�ZLWK�)R\HU�PRGHO�SULQFLSOHV�DQG�DQ�HႇHFWLYH�LPSOH-
PHQWDWLRQ��ZKLFK�WKLV�UHSRUW�LQGHHG�DႈUPV��
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Evaluation Framework 
Based on initial conversation with BGCC and Alberta Human Services, the evaluator developed the framework to guide the 
assessment of Haven’s Way. The framework was adapted from the evaluation of the two HPS-funded pilots and grounded in 
a review of available literature on Foyers, particularly assessments of program impact and performance indicators used. 

This section discusses the tenets of the Evaluation Framework used, comprising of a multi-methods approach with four key 
components:

Evaluation Component Description
1. Program-Level Data Analysis Quantitative data analysis using program-level administra-

tive data, HMIS and Sharevision data available.
2. Program Site Visits 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZV��VLWH�YLVLWV�DQG�VHUYLFH�TXDOLW\�GL-

mension assessment of key program documents, including 
FDVH�¿OHV��SURJUDP�UHSRUWV��PDQXDOV��IXQGLQJ�DJUHHPHQWV��
etc.

3. Youth Engagement One-on-one interviews with current and past youth program 
participants.

4. Key Stakeholder Interviews One-on-one and group interviews with key external stake-
holders, including funders, researchers, referral sources, 
natural supports for youth.

Program-Level Data Analysis 

Program-level data analysis, including HMIS (Bowman 
Systems) and Sharevision data, was conducted to assess 
SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQW�QHHGV�DQG�SUR¿OH�DW�LQWDNH��DQG�SURJUDP�
impact over time and at exit.   

The evaluator sought the following assessments for all pro-
gram participants since the start of operations through to the 
pilot end date and to the most recent entries for continuing 
programs, as available: 

• Intake assessments
• Follow-up 3, 6, 9, 12 month assessments
• Exit interviews
• 6 and 12-month post-exit follow-up assessments

Using this data, the following was undertaken as information 
available allowed:

• Program-level intake analysis of basic demographics 
(gender, ethnicity, family composition) and presenting 
level of need (system interaction, income, homeless-
ness history, mental health, addictions, physical health 
issues).

• Program-level exit analysis of length of stay, exit des-
tinations (housing at exit), returns to homelessness, 
income at exit.

• HMIS data were also be used to assess system interac-
tions pre and post-intervention. 

As HMIS data was only available for the past two years, 
analysis is limited. To this end, the evaluator worked with 
SURJUDP�VWDႇ�WR�GHYHORS�D�PRUH�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQDO\VLV�
of impact to complement the HMIS data using Sharevision, 
FDVH¿OHV��\RXWK�UHSRUWV�DQG�VWDႇ�NQRZOHGJH�DERXW�SDUWLFL-
pants. 
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Program Review

Site Visits & Staff Interviews

Site visits were conducted with the program to assess imple-
PHQWDWLRQ�WKURXJK�VDPSOH�FDVH�¿OH�UHYLHZV��RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�
and program documentation, and interviews with nine key 
VWDႇ�DFURVV�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�OHYHOV���%\�EHLQJ�RQVLWH��WKH�HYDO-
uator sought to develop a fuller understanding of program 
operations and observe interactions. 

.H\�VWDNHKROGHU�LQWHUYLHZV�ZLWK�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�LQFOXGHG�
frontline and management were conducted on site, and at 
VWDႇ�UHTXHVWV�DW�FRႇHH�VKRSV�DQG�E\�WHOHSKRQH��SDUWLFXODU-
ly those who had moved to other employment or were no 
longer in Calgary. 

The following materials were also reviewed as available: 

• 3URJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQW�FDVH�¿OHV
• Assessment tools
• Evaluation plans, measurement tools and reports
• 6WDႇ�MRE�GHVFULSWLRQV�DQG�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�FKDUWV
• Budgets amd contracts
• Program-level outcomes reporting
• Referral forms
• Application form
• Exit evaluation form
• Entry and eligibility requirements
• Action plans
• Program policies and procedures
• Data collection and release forms
• Participant expectations and rules 
• Program websites
• Promotional materials 
• Program reports
• Business plans

Service Quality Dimensions Assessment 

The following service quality dimensions were examined 
through the site visit and interview process. Note that ac-
FRPSDQ\LQJ�TXHVWLRQV�XVHG�LQ�WKH�SURJUDPV�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZV�
are included in Appendix 1. 

Strategic Alignment
• alignment with the broader homeless-serving system;
• VWUDWHJLF�¿W�ZLWK�WKH�$OEHUWD�3ODQ�WR�(QG�+RPHOHVVQHVV�
• eligibility and prioritization criteria appropriateness for 

program type and target population;
• clear and consistent process of screening and intake 

RI�SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�WR�HQVXUH�DSSURSULDWH�¿W�LQ�WKH�
program;

• well-articulated referral network into the program, and 
from the program;

Service Impact
• operations align with principles of Housing First and the 

Foyer model;
• activities contribute to the goal of permanent housing 

and are appropriate for the program type and target 
population;

• program is serving target population it was designed for;
• length of time and service intensity are appropriate for 

the target population and program type;
• clear and consistent graduation criteria are in place 

WR�PRYH�SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�WR�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\��ZKLOH�
ensuring they are supported to reduce returns into 
homelessness;

Service Model
• acuity changes over time using an evidence-based tool 

demonstrating increasing stability;
• program participant visits of appropriate frequency;
• DSSURSULDWH�VWDႈQJ�OHYHOV�DQG�TXDOL¿FDWLRQV�DUH�LQ�SODFH�

WR�RSHUDWH�WKH�SURJUDP�HႇHFWLYHO\��
• crisis plans are in place;
• discharge plan with aftercare and follow-up assess-

ments;
• grievance processes are in place for program partici-

pants and communicated to them;

Housing Placement
• placement process aligned with principle of Housing 

First (program participant choice, housing permanency);
• SODFHPHQWV�LQ�KRXVLQJ�WKDW�LV�DႇRUGDEOH�IRU�SURJUDP�

participant incomes;
• housing meets relevant safety and habitability stan-

dards;
• WUDQVSDUHQW�DQG�IDLU�SURFHVV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�¿QDQFLDO�VXE-

sidies for program participants (rent, utility supports);
• appropriate leases, third party agreements, insurance, 

etc. are in place;
• process to resolve tenancy issues (arrears, safety, land-

lord/neighbour disputes) is articulated;

Organizational Capacity
• serious incidents review processes are in place and 

appropriately reported;
• reporting and evaluation activities used in ongoing qual-

LW\�DVVXUDQFH�HႇRUWV��DQG
• training and capacity building activities are in place to 

support improved program participant outcomes. 
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Youth Engagement

Youth engagement in the evaluation process was undertak-
en through one-on-one interviews with current and exited 
program participants. The aim was to interview 10 program 
participants; however, a high level of interest resulted in 18 
participants.  

To recruit youth participants, the evaluator requested that 
SURJUDP�VWDႇ�FRQQHFW�ZLWK�SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�WR�UHTXHVW�
DQ�LQWHUYLHZ��6WDႇ�ZHUH�DVNHG�WR�FRQQHFW�ZLWK�DOO�\RXWK�ZKR�
attended the program over the course of its operations since 
2000.

The interviews took place in diverse contexts at the request 
RI�\RXWK��LQFOXGLQJ�FRႇHH�VKRSV��UHVWDXUDQWV��WKHLU�KRPHV��
and onsite at the program. Some youth requested phone 
interviews, and these were accommodated particularly as 
some felt more comfortable with this option and/or were not 
in town. One youth submitted a written statement in re-
sponse to the interview questions.

Youth were taken through a consent form which they signed 
and received a copy of (see Appendix 1) and the evaluator 
went through questions as outlined in the interview guide 
proposed in the Evaluation Framework (Appendix 2). The 
\RXWK�ZHUH�DOVR�DVNHG�IRU�VSHFL¿F�FRQVHQW�IRU�WKH�HYDOXDWRU�
WR�UHYLHZ�WKHLU�FDVH�¿OHV�DV�ZHOO��7KH�VDPH�FRQVHQW�SURFHVV�
was followed for phone interviews, with verbal consent from 
the youth recorded. All youth participants received a $40 
honorarium for participating in the interviews. 

Notes were taken during the interview and then thematically 
analyzed to deduce common patterns, of which a synthesis 
is provided in this report. To protect their privacy, none of 
the youth’s names are used in the report; in some cases, 
pseudonyms were requested by the youth. All of the youth 
requested copies of the report, which will be sent to them via 
email; to enable this, contact information was shared with 
the evaluator. 

The youth interviewed were asked general questions 
about their housing and service needs; what they chose to 
GLVFORVH�ZDV�WKHLU�GHFLVLRQ�DQG�PD\�QRW�UHÀHFW�WKH�GHWDLOHG�
LQIRUPDWLRQ�SURYLGHG�E\�VWDႇ�LQ�FDVH�¿OHV��IRU�LQVWDQFH��RU�
program level data. The program was very successful in 
locating current and past participants to be includedin the 
evaluation who were representative of the demographic data 
analyzed from the program and HMIS.  

Key Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews were conducted to assess the perspectives of 
program referral sources at the system level from funders, 
referral sources, researchers and natural supports engaged 
with the program. Appendix 3 outlines the interview ques-
tions used with these stakeholders. 

6WDNHKROGHUV�ZHUH�JHQHUDOO\�LGHQWL¿HG�E\�WKH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ��
As a result, there were some stakeholders interviewed who 
spoke to the general intent of the program, and others who 
KDG�SHUVSHFWLYHV�IRFXVHG�RQ�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��,Q�WRWDO��¿YH�
key stakeholders participated. 
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Data Collection Summary  

The matrix below outlines the areas of the review available from the program. The full quantitative data analysis from the 
program is presented in Appendix 4, though it is summarized in the main report and referenced herewith as appropriate. 

3URJUDP�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZHG 9 in total
1 Program Coordinator, 1 Supportive Roommate, 1 House 
Parent
1 Manager, 1 Director, 1 Senior Director
��IRUPHU�VWDႇ

External stakeholders interviewed 5 in total: 
2 – Safe Haven Foundation
1 – Clinical Referral Source/Service Delivery Partner
1 – Canadian Observatory on Homelessness
1 – Alberta Human Services

Youth interviews 18 (current and former participants)
Program site visit completed Yes
&DVH�¿OHV�DYDLODEOH�IRU�HYDOXDWRU Yes – with participant consent 
Administrative data Yes�±�+0,6��6KDUHYLVLRQ��FDVH�¿OHV
Assessment tools Case plans with goal setting areas, youth journal
Evaluation plans, measurement tools and reports Yes – Annual program reports starting in 2000
6WDႇ�MRE�GHVFULSWLRQV�DQG�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�FKDUW Yes - Program proposal and contracts provided
Budgets and contracts Yes - Program proposal and contracts provided
Application form, Entry and eligibility requirements Yes - Intake form provided 

Eligibility addressed in contract with AHS/SHFC
Exit evaluation form Yes���'DWD�DYDLODEOH�LQ�FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�+0,6�UH��SDUWLFLSDQW�

satisfaction
Data collection and release forms Yes���&DVH�¿OHV�VKRZ�FRQVLVWHQW�XVH�RI�)2,3�UHOHDVH
Action plans Yes���&DVH�¿OHV�VKRZ�FRQVLVWHQW�XVH�RI�JRDO�VHWWLQJ�SUR-

cess/action planning/corroborated by participant interviews. 
Program policies and procedures Yes – Comprehensive program policies and procedures 

provided. 
Participant expectations and rules Yes���&DVH�¿OH�UHYLHZV�VKRZ�FRQVLVWHQW�H[SHFWDWLRQV�RI�

participants; participant-led goal planning; housing common 
areas include posters on rules/expectations.

Program websites/ promotional materials Yes - Website available, annual reports, advertising cam-
paigns (historical) available. 
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Program Review Results
7KLV�VHFWLRQ�SURYLGHV�D�V\QWKHVLV�RI�¿QGLQJV�IURP�WKH�\RXWK�
engagement, key stakeholder interviews, program review 
and data analysis.  Note that where relevant, the report will 
comment on the evolution of the program since its inception 
in 2000, however, the focus remains on current practice. 

Intake

According to HMIS data, the primary referral source into the 
program was 828-HOPE (71.4%), followed by church pastor 
(14.3%) and self-referrals (14.3%). In all referral cases, 
the screening is still done at an agency-level to determine 
program match. Referrals into the program are screened by 
the BGCC Intake Worker who also manages the 828-HOPE 
phone line. Most youth interviewed also noted they were 
aware of the program through more informal sources includ-
ing other participants, natural supports, or shelter workers 
they interacted with prior to program entry.

A list of potential applicants is generated only in cases of 
vacancy in the program. No waitlist is kept on an ongoing 
basis simply because turnover is so low. The process for en-
try involves the Intake Worker, who screens all referrals and 
diverts as appropriate to other agencies or programs within 
BGCC. In cases where referrals meet Haven’s Way eligibility 
criteria and there is indication of participant interest and will-
ingness to participate the program, the Intake Worker meets 
with potential applicants to undertake an initial screening. 
The screening also helps determine diversionary options 
and whether alternative placements are possible. Using the 
current list of potential applicants, the Program Coordinator 
DQG�WKH�,QWDNH�:RUNHU�PHHW�WR�GLVFXVV�SRWHQWLDO�¿W�LQ�FDVHV�
of vacancy. 

7KH�3URJUDP�&RRUGLQDWRU�DQG�DQRWKHU�VWDႇ�PHHW�ZLWK�
each candidate to discuss the program and their individual 
circumstances. During this meeting over several hours, the 
Program Coordinator determines whether the applicant is 
in fact eligible and interested in the program once they are 
briefed on its operational details and expectations. The 
3URJUDP�&RRUGLQDWRU�DOVR�FRQVLGHUV�WKH�³¿W´�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDQW�
within the dynamics of the house and its current residents. In 
other words, she is weighing the potential impact on social 
relations within the house that could result from the appli-
cant’s entry. 

Other considerations include applicants’ current support 
systems, housing situation, goals (particularly with respect 
to education), and ability to access other resources. In some 
instances, the applicant may know a current resident and 
KDYH�KDG�FRQÀLFW�ZLWK�WKHP�LQ�WKH�SDVW��WKLV�PD\�LPSDFW�
whether the Coordinator determines Haven’s Way to be an 
appropriate placement. Overall, however, the Coordinator 
aims to discern as much information about the applicant’s 

situation early on to assess program match, and to prepare 
supports for their transition.

Once an applicant is admitted into the program, the time to 
move in is relatively short. Again, this is primarily the result 
of the program not maintaining a waitlist. Before move-in, 
the new participant is brought into the house to meet current 
UHVLGHQWV�DQG�VWDႇ�GXULQJ�D�VKDUHG�GLQQHU�DV�ZHOO��

Eligibility 

To be eligible for the program, applicants must be females 
between ages of 14 and 24, with a history of homelessness 
and housing instability, no active child intervention status, 
and committed to furthering their education and living in a 
supportive housing model with roommates long-term. In 
practice, the age of residents is primarily in the 16 to 21-year 
range. Generally, applicants’ housing situations are either 
relatively or absolutely homelessness prior to program 
HQWU\��LQFOXGLQJ�VKHOWHUV��FRXFK�VXU¿QJ��OHDYLQJ�KRPH�GXH�WR�
FRQÀLFW�DEXVH��

6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�DUWLFXODWHG�WKDW�WKH�SURJUDP�LV�QRW�IRU�DOO�
youth; in fact, certain commonalities are shared by “typical” 
program participants:

• Commitment to education and completing schooling. 
• Moderate levels of acuity, with presence of mental 

health and trauma issues.
• Engagement in program activities: “buy-in for the pro-

gram and willing to do the work,” as one youth put it.
• )DPLO\�FRQÀLFW�EDFNJURXQGV��EXW�DEOH�WR�PDLQWDLQ�RU�

re-establish some family or natural supports.
• Interpersonal skills to manage shared living arrange-

ment.

As evident from the above, screening into the program is 
D�VLJQL¿FDQW�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�IRU�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�±�SDUWLFXODUO\�
given the small turnover in spaces from year to year. The 
dynamics of a small, shared-living environment must be top-
of-mind as a new “personality” is introduced – whether youth 
RU�VWDႇ��

The rationale for restricting the program to non-status 
\RXWK�ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�ZKHQ�WKH�SURJUDP�¿UVW�RSHQHG�LQ�
2000 as very limited resources existed for youth without 
FKLOG�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQYROYHPHQW��$V�DQ�HႇRUW�DW�EDODQFLQJ�WKH�
two-tier system in place with respect to accessing resources, 
the program founders set eligibility criteria up to screen in 
non-status youth. This practice has been maintained, though 
a number of youth had had previous child intervention in-
volvement before entering the program. 
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Target Population 

Diverse data sources examined during the evaluation con-
¿UP�WKH�FRPSOH[�QDWXUH�RI�FKDOOHQJHV�IDFLQJ�SDUWLFLSDQWV��
The personal histories of youth involve housing instability 
and bouts of absolute homelessness and high levels of 
housing instability. Youth interviewees consistently reported 
histories of family breakdown, trauma, mental health and 
addiction concerns. 

As is notable from the HMIS data summary on the following 
pages, public system interactions and reported health con-
ditions were relatively minimal at intake compared to other 
Housing First Intensive Case Management programs, which 
focus on the highest acuity participants. For instance, only 
14.3% of Haven’s Way youth reported that they had an on-
going addiction/substance abuse issue that was treated and/
or untreated at intake. Further, none reported having child 
LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQYROYHPHQW�RU�H[SRVXUH�WR�RU�ÀHHLQJ�GRPHVWLF�
violence at intake, or being released from a correctional fa-
cility, mental health facility or health facility in the 12 months 
prior to intake. About 28.6% reported having had involve-
ment with the health system in the past 12 months and none 
reported involvement with the police or legal system over the 
past 12 months at intake. 

What is of note is that youth were generally reported to 
³SUHVHQW�ZHOO´�E\�VWDႇ�DW�LQWDNH�GHVSLWH�WKHLU�FKDOOHQJHV��,W�
LV�DGPLWWHGO\�GLႈFXOW�IRU�VWDႇ�WR�DVVHVV�\RXWK�DFXLW\�OHYHOV�
at intake as these challenges tend to emerge after program 
entry. At intake and program entry, youth express motivation 
to pursue educational goals and commitment to adhere 
to program rules, including maintaining sobriety and not 
bringing drugs and alcohol into the house.  It takes several 
months for the new participant to stabilize until underlying 
challenges emerge in earnest as they become comfortable 
DQG�VHFXUH�HQRXJK�DQG�WR�OHW�WKHVH�VXUIDFH�ZLWK�VWDႇ�DQG�
peers. 

Complex mental health concerns led to involvement of the 
VWDႇ�LQ�VXLFLGH�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�DQG�FRQQHFWLQJ�ZLWK�HPHUJHQF\�
mental health supports on some occasions. In one instance, 
D�\RXWK�KDG�RYHU����FULWLFDO�LQFLGHQW�UHSRUWV�RQ�¿OH�GXULQJ�KHU�
stay in the program for about one year, largely resulting from 
addiction issues and risk behavior. Data on critical incidents 
from Sharevision show that on average, the program sees 
about 37 critical incidents annually – with a high 60 in 2015 
to date (October). Incidents typically reported concern ab-
sences (AWOL, unapproved overnight), disclosures, drugs 
and alcohol, serious changes in health, and self-harm.

6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�DJUHH�WKHUH�DUH�GLVWLQFW�SKDVHV�RI�QHHGV�
as youth are stabilized in the new environment, and then 
begin to process some of the underlying precipitating factors 
WKDW�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKHLU�LQVWDELOLW\�LQ�WKH�¿UVW�SODFH��,Q�PDQ\�
instances, underlying mental health concerns (depression, 
DQ[LHW\��WUDXPD���DUH�H[SUHVVHG�DV�LQWHUSHUVRQDO�FRQÀLFWV��
withdrawal and isolation, risk behavior and non-compliance/

SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�SURJUDP�DFWLYLWLHV��$W�WKLV�SRLQW��VWDႇ�VXSSRUW�
the youth in processing these and seek additional supports 
(therapy, diagnosis, treatment, etc.) to address these issues 
longer term – as opposed to eviction.

This emergent complexity and stabilization is further evi-
denced by HMIS data comparing intake and three-month as-
sessments, where a small increase in ongoing mental health 
conditions and a notable increase in addictions issues were 
reported.  When comparing intake and 12-month assess-
ments, there was a further increase in ongoing mental health 
conditions noted, though rates remained the same otherwise 
for physical health, addictions and FASD. (The section on 
Data Analysis Results discusses these trends in full detail). 

While participants did not have child intervention involve-
ment at the time of participation, a small number –  four 
out of 18 interviewed –  reported to have had histories of 
involvement with this system as result of family breakdown, 
abuse and/or neglect. In all cases, family breakdown was 
noted as a major precipitating factor to their instability and 
need for support. While none of the participants had children 
of their own during their stays, several had children after 
exit. Of these, one had child intervention involvement as a 
parent. 

Though child intervention and correction system involvement 
were generally absent for most youth, notable levels of in-
volvement with community and mainstream health supports 
were mentioned by most youth at some point during their 
VWD\�DQG�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV��7KLV�LV�
largely a result of youth being supported to access appropri-
DWH�PDLQVWUHDP�DQG�FRPPXQLW\�UHVRXUFHV�E\�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�
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Haven’s Way (Data from HMIS Reports at Intake, n=7, unless otherwise noted)
Demographics All female participants either in the 16-18 age range.

Caucasian participants made up the entire HMIS sample. Of the 18 interviewees, 2 
(11.1%) were Indigenous, and 2 (11.1%) were visible minorities. 

Homelessness 42.9% reported staying with friends or family to have been their primary residence prior to 
program entry, followed by transitional housing (28.6%); 1 participant reported staying in an 
emergency shelter and 1 was renting (unsubsidized) at 14.3% respectively.  
None of the participants reported being chronically homeless; 5 (71.4%) were episodical-
ly homeless; 40% of episodically homeless were in this situation for less than 1 month; 
another 20% for 1-3 months, and 40% for 7-12 months.  
Administrative data for 14 participants with program entries between July 2009 and No-
vember 2010 suggest 28.6% came from absolute homeless situations (youth and adult 
VKHOWHUV���������IURP�UHODWLYHO\�KRPHOHVV�VLWXDWLRQV��FRXFK�VXU¿QJ��HYLFWLRQV��DQG�WUDQVL-
WLRQDO�KRXVLQJ���������FDPH�IURP�IDPLO\�KRPHV��WKHVH�ZHUH�SULPDULO\�UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�FRQÀLFW�
that precipitated the move out. 

 System Involvement 20% reported having had foster care involvement during their lifetime. 
1RQH�UHSRUWHG�KDYLQJ�FKLOG�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQYROYHPHQW�RU�H[SRVXUH�WR�RU�ÀHHLQJ�GRPHVWLF�
violence at intake.
None reported being released from a correctional facility, mental health facility or health 
facility in the 12 months prior to intake.
28.6% reported having had involvement with the health system in the past 12 months. 
None reported involvement with the police or legal system over the past 12 months at 
intake. 

Health Conditions 57.1% reported having a treated and/or untreated ongoing physical health condition at 
intake; this was also the case for ongoing mental health case conditions. 
14.3% reported that they had an ongoing addiction/substance abuse issue that was treated 
and/or untreated. None reported having FASD.

Employment, Income & 
Education

All 7 participants reported some high school to be the highest level of education. 
All participants were pursuing further education on a full-time (85.7%) or part-time basis 
(14.3%).
71.4% reported having part-time employment at intake; 14.3% had a full time job, and 
14.3% reported not being employed. 
14.3% had been unemployed for 6-12 months and 1 month or less respectively.  
All 7 participants were employable (is or will be able to work in the short term) and none 
were in Employment Training at the time of the intake. 
On average, income at intake was $500 – with a low of $0 and high of $1000 monthly. 
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Case Management Approach 

The Haven’s Way program philosophy is congruent with the core principles of the Foyer model: it is participantled and ho-
listic, supportive of self-empowerment and self-advocacy. Service intensity is generally determined on a case-by-case basis 
DQG�VKLIWV�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�\RXWK�QHHGV��6WDႇ�DUH�UHODWLRQVKLS�IRFXVHG�LQ�WKHLU�DSSURDFK��EXLOGLQJ�WUXVW�ZLWK�HDFK�\RXWK�DQG�
grounding practice in mutual respect and a strengths-based approach. 

3URJUDP�PDWHULDOV��FDVH�¿OHV��\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV�FRQ¿UP�WKH�DSSURDFK�IROORZV�WKH�VWDJHV�RI�FKDQJH�IUDPHZRUN��LV�WUDX-
PD�LQIRUPHG��DQG�\RXWK�FHQWHUHG��7KHVH�SULQFLSOHV�DUH�GH¿QHG�DV�IROORZV�E\�WKH�SURJUDP�

Program Philosophy Component Explanation
Relationship-Based Perspective Build a positive, respectful, supportive and empowering 

relationship as the conduit for change.
Stages of Change Recognize that change is a complex, individual process.  
Strength-Based Perspective Assess and identify an individual’s stage of change is 

essential to ensuring youth voice and choice are respect-
ed, tailoring interventions, and supporting youth to move 
towards/through change.  

Trauma-Informed Perspective Identify and acknowledge individual strengths and support 
youth to build on these.

Client-Centered Philosophy Acknowledge and be responsive to consequences of 
trauma on attachment, self-regulation and competency and 
build resiliency in these areas.
Recognize that ‘Choice’ and ‘Voice’ in one’s life are essen-
tial to empowering youth. 
Youth have opportunities to make and learn from mistakes.  
6XSSRUW�IRU�VHOI�JHQHUDWHG�LGHDV�WKDW�IXUWKHU�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\�

Case management support is primarily delivered by the Program Coordinator and the House Parent, and to a lesser extent 
E\�WKH�6XSSRUWLYH�5RRPPDWH��6WDႇ�ZRUN�ZLWK�\RXWK�WR�H[SORUH�LQGLYLGXDO�VWUHQJWKV�DQG�LQWHUHVWV�DQG�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�
LPSDFWV�RI�WKHLU�H[SHULHQFHV�RQ�FXUUHQW�EHKDYLRXUV��6WDႇ�SURYLGH�RQJRLQJ�FRDFKLQJ�DQG�PHQWRUVKLS�WKDW�DW�WLPHV�VLPXODWHV�
³SRVLWLYH�SDUHQWDO�WHDFKLQJ´��DV�RQH�VWDႇ�QRWHV�ZKHQ�IDFHG�ZLWK�D�GLႈFXOW�VLWXDWLRQ��VKH�XVHV�WKH�¿OHU�RI�³KRZ�ZRXOG�,�DS-
proach this with my own kid?” to guide her response. 

$OO����\RXWK�LQWHUYLHZHG�UHSRUWHG�WKH\�UHFHLYHG�LQGLYLGXDOL]HG��ÀH[LEOH�VXSSRUW�IURP�WKH�3URJUDP�&RRUGLQDWRU�DQG�WKH�OLYH�LQ�
VWDႇ��<RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�WKDW�WKH�FDVH�PDQDJHPHQW�DSSURDFK�ZDV�WDLORUHG�LQ�LWV�IRFXV�DQG�LQWHQVLW\��PROGLQJ�WR�SDUWLFLSDQW�
life circumstance and changing interests. 

Case management is formally undertaken by the youth and Program Coordinator on a one-on-one basis about once per 
ZHHN�RQ�DYHUDJH��0HHWLQJV�IRFXV�RQ�FUHDWLQJ�DQ�LQGLYLGXDOL]HG�SODQ�UHÀHFWLYH�RI�\RXWK�VWUHQJWKV�DQG�IXWXUH�DVSLUDWLRQV�DQG�
youth are supported to assess needs and goals in the life areas of:

1. self-care and living skills, 
2. managing money,
3. family and natural supports,  
4. physical health and mental health, and
5. education and employment. 
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The youth select the goals they want to work on and develop an action plan to achieve these, inclusive of the supports they 
ZDQW�VWDႇ�WR�SURYLGH�DORQJ�WKH�ZD\���7KHVH�JRDOV�DQG�SURJUHVV�DUH�UHYLHZHG�UHJXODUO\��HYHU\�WKUHH�PRQWKV�RQ�D�IRUPDO�ED-
sis) to track progress, celebrate success, and establish new goals. 

$�MRXUQDO�LV�DOVR�FRPSOHWHG�E\�HDFK�SDUWLFLSDQW�WR�KHOS�SURFHVV�WKH�¿UVW�IRXU�PRQWKV�LQ�WKH�SURJUDP��,Q�LW��WKH�SURJUDP�UXOHV��
VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�H[SHFWDWLRQV�DUH�RXWOLQHG���.H\�SRLQWV�UHJDUGLQJ�VWUHVV��KHDOWK\�OLYLQJ��VH[XDO�KHDOWK��NH\�FRQWDFWV��\RXWK�
rights, and satisfaction surveys are included in the booklet. 

:KHQ�DVNHG�DERXW�QHHGLQJ�WR�¿OO�RXW�IRUPV�DQG�JRLQJ�WKURXJK�FDVH�SODQV��\RXWK�GLG�UHPDUN�WKDW�WKH\�ZHUH�DZDUH�RI�WKH�
requirements of the program with respect to “accreditation…paperwork” and noted that while at times “annoying,” reviewing 
WKHLU�JRDOV�ZLWK�VWDႇ�RQ�D�UHJXODU�EDVLV�ZDV�KHOSIXO�DQG�DVVLVWHG�WKHP�LQ�DUWLFXODWLQJ�SURJUHVV��,Q�RWKHU�LQVWDQFHV��UXOHV�OLNH�
ORFNLQJ�XS�FOHDQLQJ�VXSSOLHV�RU�KDYLQJ�D�¿UH�H[WLQJXLVKHU�ZHUH�QRWHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�EDVLF�VDIHW\�UXOHV�±�³,�PHDQ��LW¶V�VWLOO�D�
program – you need rules,” according to a youth participant. 

,Q�WHUPV�RI�SURJUDP�LQWHQVLW\�DQG�IRFXV��VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�DUWLFXODWHG�GLVWLQFW�SKDVHV�RI�QHHGV��VHH�)LJXUH���EHORZ��DV�D�
participant moves in and stabilizes, then begins addressing underlying issues and prepares to transition out of the program. 
The focus of interactions and case management varies also depending on what phase the participant is in. Note that these 
SKDVHV�DUH�JHQHUDOL]DWLRQV�EDVHG�RQ�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�UHSRUWV��UDWKHU�WKDQ�GLVWLQFWO\�DUWLFXODWHG�LQ�IRUPDO�FDVH�PDQDJHPHQW�
practice. The alumnae phase is noted as a key part of the case management approach as well as “all youth come back at 
VRPH�SRLQW�´�D�VWDႇ�PHPEHU�QRWHV��IRU�YDU\LQJ�VXSSRUWV�DQG�DUH�WKHUHIRUH�VWLOO�SDUW�RI�FDVHORDGV�

2YHUDOO��VHUYLFH�QHHGV�IRU�FXUUHQW�SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�DUH�GHVFULEHG�DV�KLJK�DQG�LQWHUDFWLRQV�ZLWK�VWDႇ�ZHUH�IUHTXHQW��GDL-
O\���SDUWLFXODUO\�ZLWK�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ��2QH�RQ�RQH�FDVH�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�PDLQWDLQHG�DW�RQFH�ZHHNO\�RQ�DYHUDJH�LQ�WKH�6WDELOL]DWLRQ�
and Engagement phases, though this varies according to youth needs and emerging issues considerably. During the Transi-
tion phase, this decreases to monthly on average.  This is illustrated in the table below with respect to current residents.
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FIGURE 1 - PROGRAM PHASES

Program Phase Common Indicators
Stabilization Re-engaging in school; 

Adjusting to program/house/roommates/rules;
%XLOGLQJ�VWDႇ�UDSSRUW��
Case management focus on supporting stabilization and operations (using dishwasher, 
laundry, house rules); 
5HODWLRQVKLS�EXLOGLQJ�ZLWK�URRPPDWHV�DQG�VWDႇ�
Case management frequency is weekly on average.

Engagement Engagement with employment and schooling begins; 
Underlying contributing factors emerge: mental health, physical health, addictions; 
Goal setting with case manager begins; 
Renting/savings plan commences; 
Recreation activities commence;
%RQG�HVWDEOLVKHG�EHWZHHQ�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��
&RQÀLFWV�HPHUJH�ZLWK�URRPPDWHV�VWDႇ��
Connecting to resources on an individual basis; 
Case management frequency is weekly on average.

Transition Engagement with employment and schooling established; 
Savings in place; 
$SSRLQWPHQWV�DWWHQGHG�ZLWKRXW�VWDႇ�VXSSRUWV��
Youth collect items needed for moving; 
Housing location and transition planning; 
Community resources connections established; 
Grocery funds rolled back; 
Frequency of case management decreases to monthly.

Alumnae 0RYHG�RXW�RI�SURJUDP�LQWR�RZQ�KRXVLQJ�IDPLO\�UHXQL¿FDWLRQ�
Education and employment activities continue;
Engagement in program activities at various levels continues;
,QWHUHVW�LQ�HႇRUWV�WR�JLYH�EDFN�WR�WKH�SURJUDP�
6XSSRUW�QHHGV�GHFUHDVH��EXW�FRQWDFW�LV�PDLQWDLQHG�DV�QHHGHG�ZLWK�VWDႇ��
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6WDႇ�DOVR�ZRUN�WR�FRQQHFW�\RXWK�ZLWK�WKH�DSSURSULDWH�VXS-
ports and resources in the community.  Based on youth’s 
LGHQWL¿HG�QHHGV��VWDႇ�IDFLOLWDWH�FRQQHFWLRQV�ZLWK�VXSSRUWV�
DQG�UHVRXUFHV��DQG�FRDFK�\RXWK�RQ�XWLOL]LQJ�WKHVH�HႇHFWLYH-
ly.  Where advocacy and system navigation are necessary, 
VWDႇ�WDNH�WKLV�RQ�DQG�RU�VXSSRUW�\RXWK�WR�EHFRPH�DGYRFDWHV�
for themselves.  Community resources accessed vary based 
on youth needs, but often include The Alex Health Centre for 
mental health and physical health supports, therapists and 
FRXQVHOORUV��¿QDQFLDO�DVVLVWDQFH�SURJUDP��%XUQV�0HPRULDO�
Fund), and connections with natural supports (family, sports, 
faith, cultural networks). 

7KLV�SUDFWLFH�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�+0,6�GDWD��ZKLFK�VKRZ�WKDW�DW�
three-month assessments, there were 23 service referrals 
reported for the six participants, an average of 3.8 per partic-
ipant, primarily concerning health services, counselling, hos-
SLWDO��¿QDQFLDO��DGGLFWLRQV�DQG�OHJDO�VHUYLFHV��$W����PRQWK�
assessment, there were 13 service referrals reported for the 
four participants, an average of 3.3 per participant, primarily 
concerning health services and counselling, followed by 
education, taxes, and hospital services.

As most participants had various aspects of trauma in their 
KLVWRULHV�WKH\�ZHUH�GHDOLQJ�ZLWK��SURJUDP�VWDႇ�OHYHUDJHG�
community and public system resources to complement 
their skill set. Warm transfers to mental health and addiction 
WUHDWPHQW�ZHUH�UHSRUWHG�E\�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��DQG�FRQ¿UPHG�LQ�
FDVH�¿OHV��6WDႇ�ZRXOG�FRDFK�SDUWLFLSDQWV�RQ�KRZ�WR�DS-
proach such systems, and assist them through application 
SURFHVVHV�DQG�IRUP�FRPSOHWLRQV�ZKHUH�QHFHVVDU\��6WDႇ�
also brought is specialists, such as art therapists, to work 
with youth one-on-one and in group settings, as well as to 
WUDLQ�VWDႇ�

In terms of contact with youth, the program collects some 
data that can help illustrate these practices quantitatively. 
HMIS data show that in three-month assessments, 16.7% 
participants reported having contact with their case work-
er between one and 10 times per month; 33.3% reported 
contact from 11-20 and 21-30 times per month respectively. 
In 12-month assessments, 50% had contact with their case 
worker between one and 10 times per month and 50% 
reported contact from 11-20 per month. 

As aforementioned, the sample sizes in HMIS were small, 
thus should be complemented by additional administrative 
data. Note, however, that such data are likely incomplete 
JLYHQ�WKDW�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�WKH\�PD\�QRW�KDYH�WLPH�WR�HQWHU�DOO�
interactions or may under-represent how much time they 
spent with youth in the database. Looking at information 
available in the agency’s administrative data system (Share-
vision) for 13 unique individuals served from 2011 to 2015, a 
total of 561 case notes were recorded with an average of 43 
per youth. One-on-one case management was also tracked 
from 2012-2015 in Sharevision showing an average of 14 
instances and 29 hours per youth over the entire time peri-
RG��$JDLQ��WKLV�PD\�QRW�EH�DQ�DFFXUDWH�UHÀHFWLRQ�RI�FXUUHQW�

SUDFWLFH�DV�UHSRUWHG�E\�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��DQG�PHULWV�IXUWKHU�
internal review to ensure appropriate tracking. 
It is important to note that in certain instances, the House 
Parent and Program Coordinator provided case man-
agement to the youth and their families as well. This was 
considered an important part of their support for the youth to 
help build healthy natural supports, yet added to workload 
considerably given the multiple parties involved, their needs 
and intentions. 

Staffing Model

It is important to distinguish between the House Parent and 
Supportive Roommate sides of the housing model. The 
House Parent side is notably more service-intensive, largely 
because the levels of need tend to be higher for participants, 
youth tend to be younger, and relatively new to the program. 
As stabilization ensues and youth begin to address their 
challenges, they may be ready for additional independence 
and move on to the Supportive Roommate side. 

House rules tend to be more restrictive on the House Parent 
side as well with respect to curfews, school and job atten-
dance; this is individualized, however, on a case-by-case ba-
VLV��$V�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�RI�VXSSRUWV��WKH�UROHV�RI�VWDႇ�
LQ�WKH�WZR�VLGHV�RI�WKH�KRXVH�GLႇHU��7KH�+RXVH�3DUHQW�UROH�LV�
considerably more involved as youth needs and crises tend 
to be more frequent and intense. Supportive Roommates’ 
roles are more akin to peer mentors, who have additional 
responsibilities in upholding house rules, reporting incidents, 
and providing general support to participants. Though not 
uncommon on either side, the House Parent is likelier to 
be “up till 3 am” dealing with a mental health incident or 
unplanned absence. 

Of further note, the House Parent and Program Coordinator 
support youth on both sides of the house. In the case of 
the House Parent, relationships develop with youth while 
they live on the House Parent side and in cases where they 
transfer to the Supportive Roommate side, these connec-
tions are still maintained. The House Parent is also more 
DYDLODEOH�RQVLWH��KHQFH�¿HOGLQJ�PRUH�UHTXHVWV�IRU�VXSSRUW�DV�
well.  Because of the low turnover on the House Parent side 
compared to the Supportive Roommate side, she has also 
developed an informal caseload with previous program par-
ticipants with whom she built rapport over the past two years 
in this role. Notably, even if they may not have necessarily 
lived with the House Parent or Program Coordinator, some 
program alumnae continue seeking supports from them, 
particularly during times of crisis. 

$Q�LVVXH�WKDW�HPHUJHG�ZLWK�WKH�FXUUHQW�PRGHO�IURP�VWDႇ�DQG�
VRPH�\RXWK�FRQFHUQHG�WKH�DELOLW\�RI�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ�WR�FRPPLW�
adequate time to the work given they had other employment 
and education commitments, particularly in the instance of 
the House Parent role. As the only full-time position dedicat-
HG�WR�WKH�SURJUDP�LV�WKDW�RI�WKH�&RRUGLQDWRU��VRPH�VWDႇ�DQG�
youth reported the workload for the House Parent during 
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some periods of time to exceed their compensation levels. 
The number of hours worked varies greatly depending on 
what might be occurring with the youth at a particular point 
as well. One Supportive Roommate reported working an 
average of 10 hours a week, while a House Parent reported 
working from 30 to 50 hours a week depending on whether 
critical incidents were occurring. 

,Q�WHUPV�RI�SURJUDP�VWDႇ��WKH\�H[KLELWHG�D�KLJK�OHYHO�RI�
FRPPLWPHQW�WR�WKH�SURJUDP�±�FRQVLVWHQWO\�DႈUPHG�E\�\RXWK�
WR�³JR�DERYH�DQG�EH\RQG´�WKHLU�IRUPDO�MRE�H[SHFWDWLRQV��6WDႇ�
have had long-standing careers working with at-risk youth 
and have post-secondary education degrees relevant to the 
work performed in social work, education and psychology. 
Some are in the process of obtaining or have Masters lev-
el-degrees in their disciplines. 
6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�ZHUH�DVNHG�DERXW�WKH�TXDOLWLHV�RI�WKH�ULJKW�
VWDႇ�IRU�WKH�SURJUDP��FRQVLVWHQWO\��WKH�IROORZLQJ�WKHPHV�
emerged:

• Relationship-focused
• Ability to maintain professionalism while building natural 

relationships 
• Patient 
• Understanding and non-judgmental 
• Adaptable 
• $EOH�WR�PDNH�FRPSURPLVHV�DQG�EH�ÀH[LEOH�
• Respectful (not authoritarian)
• Able to resolve problems in crisis situations 
• Collaborative mindset 
• Able to manage self-care 
 
:LWK�UHVSHFW�WR�WKH�3URJUDP�&RRUGLQDWRU�UROH�VSHFL¿FDOO\��
\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�QRWHG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�TXDOLWLHV�WR�EH�LPSRUWDQW�

• 3RVLWLYH�DQG�VXSSRUWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ
• Not authoritarian 
• Collaborative mindset
• 2UJDQL]HG�DQG�HႈFLHQW
• Availability; put in extra time as needed
• 7LPHO\�DQG�HႈFLHQW�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�
• Highly involved in youth lives and the house
• Program and youth advocate within agency

$�SDUWLFXODU�EHQH¿W�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�LV�WKDW�VWDႇ�ZKR�KDG�
served as House Parents or Supportive Roommates at 
one point, have since moved into the Program Coordinator 
and management roles overseeing the program, providing 
ongoing support at this level. In this manner, there is conti-
nuity and support for the program from a lived experience 
SHUVSHFWLYH�RI�IRUPHU�KRXVH�VWDႇ��

7KH�SURJUDP�DOVR�UHFUXLWV�VWDႇ�IURP�ZRUNHUV�HOVHZKHUH�LQ�
WKH�DJHQF\�WR�SURYLGH�UHOLHI�VXSSRUW�WR�FXUUHQW�VWDႇ��DOORZLQJ�
them to test the waters before committing to moving in. This 
LV�PHDQW�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�VWDႇ�WXUQRYHU�LV�PLQLPL]HG���+HUH��
the role of the Coordinator is critical to supporting house 
VWDႇ�LQ�PDQDJLQJ�HPHUJLQJ�LVVXHV��SURYLGLQJ�GLUHFW�RQH�RQ�

one support to youth, managing the relationship with agency 
management and funders, as well as completing necessary 
reporting and accreditation-related tasks (CIR, case plan 
reviews, data entry, etc.)

%RWK�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�UHSRUWHG�VWDႇ�VHOI�FDUH�WR�EH�DQ�LPSRUW-
DQW�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�LQ�HQVXULQJ�ORZ�WXUQRYHU�RI�TXDOL¿HG�ZRUN-
HUV��$GHTXDWH�UHOLHI�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQWO\�UHSRUWHG�
WR�EH�FULWLFDO�WR�NHHSLQJ�VWDႇ��SDUWLFXODUO\�IRU�WKRVH�ZKR�
OLYHG�RQVLWH��$V�KRXVH�VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQ�ZRUN�DQG�RU�VFKRROLQJ�
outside of their program roles, “in some ways you never 
JHW�WR�OHW�\RXU�KDLU�GRZQ�±�\RX¶UH�DOZD\V�RQ�´�D�IRUPHU�VWDႇ�
notes. Particularly in a situation where boundaries between 
personal and professional self are imprecise, having super-
YLVRU�VXSSRUW�WR�WDNH�WLPH�Rႇ�DQG�EH�DZD\�IURP�WKH�KRPH�IRU�
VHOI�FDUH�ZDV�FRQVLGHUHG�HVVHQWLDO�E\�VWDႇ�DV�ZHOO�DV�\RXWK��
as evident in the interaction below:  

Youth: ³:H�DOO�NQRZ�ZKHQ�VWD௺�LV�JHWWLQJ�EXUQHG�RXW�
±�LW¶V�VXFK�D�VPDOO�SODFH��WKH�G\QDPLFV�FKDQJH�LQ�DQ�
LQVWDQW´�

Evaluator: ³6R��ZLOO�\RX�WDON�DERXW�WKDW�ZLWK�KHU�RU�ZLWK�
WKH�RWKHU�URRPPDWHV"´

Youth: ³<HV��ZLWK�WKH�URRPPDWHV�±�DQG�ZH¶OO�VD\�µOHW¶V�
OD\�R௺�KHU�IRU�D�ELW¶�±�JLYH�KHU�VRPH�VSDFH�±��VKH¶V�QRW�
LQ�D�JRRG�SODFH�ULJKW�QRZ«�ZH�NQRZ�ZH�FDQ�JHW�WKH�
KHOS�ZH�QHHG�LI�ZH�QHHG�LW��EXW�ZH¶OO�EH�FRQVFLRXV�RI�
ZKHUH�VKH¶V�DW�DQG�WU\�WR�EH�UHVSHFWIXO���´�

6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�DOVR�LGHQWL¿HG�D�QXPEHU�RI�WUDLQLQJ�JDSV�WKDW�
ZRXOG�EH�EHQH¿FLDO�WR�LPSURYH�SUDFWLFH�LQFOXGLQJ��KDUP�UH-
duction, suicide intervention, mental health, Indigenous and 
LGBTQ2S+ cultural awareness (to be discussed in ensuing 
section further). Note that Indigenous and LGBTQ2S+ man-
datory trainings are required at BGCC for three hours within 
¿UVW�VL[�PRQWKV�RI�HPSOR\PHQW�

:KLOH�FXUUHQW�DQG�IRUPHU�VWDႇ�JHQHUDOO\�IHOW�YHU\�VXSSRUWHG�
by management, there was concern expressed by some 
regarding impact of the current levels of “bureaucracy” within 
BGCC and the need to meet various accreditation and 
funding contract government requirements. This was specif-
LFDOO\�PHQWLRQHG�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�VWDႇ�EHLQJ�KLQGHUHG�LQ�WKHLU�
approach with youth by concerns over safety and reporting. 
There was some unease expressed about the level of youth-
led practice in an agency some considered to be relatively 
regulated by its child intervention contracts. Of note, this 
was a point made by a minority of interviewees. Another 
FRQFHUQ�H[SUHVVHG�E\�VWDႇ�UHODWHG�WR�D�ODFN�RI�NQRZOHGJH�
regarding recourse in cases of concern with management; 
DJDLQ��WKLV�ZDV�H[SUHVVHG�E\�D�PLQRULW\�RI�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZHG��
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Funding 

As aforementioned, the program operates for approximately $222,000 annually from diverse sources:

• Safe Haven Foundation of Canada – $90K
• Alberta Human Services – $46K (one-time grant in 2014/15)
• BGCC Fundraising – $57K

The program budget is summarised below, based on the contract with Alberta Human Services in 2014/15. The cost per pro-
gram space (n=6) is approximately $37,065, and cost per average participant served assuming turnover of one spaces per 
\HDU��Q ���LV�DERXW����������7KH�SULPDU\�FRVWV�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�DUH�VWDႈQJ�UHODWHG��IROORZHG�E\�IDFLOLW\�H[SHQVHV�DQG�GLUHFW�
FOLHQW�FRVWV��$�VPDOO�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�FRVW�DVVRFLDWHG�LQ�KHDG�RႈFH�H[SHQVHV�DW�%*&&�LV�DOVR�LQFOXGHG��

Item Amount Notes
Salaries 63,508.00 0.20 FTE Manager of Youth Housing @ $68 100 = 

$13,602
1.0 FTE Program Coordinator/Case Manager @ $53,100
1.0 Live-in Houseparent(s) (couple or single parent) @ 
$1,500 monthly per Diem
1.0 Live-in Supportive Roommate $1,000 monthly per 
Diem 

%HQH¿WV 7,620.96
6WDႇ�7UDYHO 3,600.00
Facility Expenses 64,758.00 Rent, maintenance, utilities, insurance, cleaning
Direct Client Costs 58,900.00 Recreation, food, clothing, spending money, incidentals, 

gifts, materials and supplies, bus tickets, individual sup-
ports, foster care maintenance)

Training 1,200.00
Purchased Services 2,400.00 IT, educational materials
Phones & Supplies 3,600.00
Administration Support 16,800.00 Central agency administration
Total Program Expenditures 222,386.96 Cost per program space (n=6): $37,064.50.

Cost per participant served annually (n=7): $31,769.60

7KH�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�OHYHOV�RI�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ�YDULHG�GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�UROHV��IRU�WKH�6XSSRUWLYH�5RRPPDWH��D������PRQWKO\�VWLSHQG�
was provided. The amount was $1,250 for the House Parent.  Note that neither paid rent or utilities during their stay. The 
SURJUDP�EXGJHW�EHORZ�LV�UHÀHFWLYH�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�\HDU�RI�RSHUDWLRQV�������������

)XQGLQJ�VXVWDLQDELOLW\�DURVH�DV�D�WKHPH�IURP�VRPH�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�ZKR�ZHUH�DZDUH�RI�WKH�NH\�UROH�WKH�6DIH�+DYHQ�)RXQ-
dation played. While aware that the founders were extremely committed, as a youth mentioned “funding is always an issue 
– there could always be more for events and recreation activities.”Because agreements with the Foundation are made in 
¿YH�\HDU�F\FOHV��WKH�SURJUDP�KDV�QRW�VHHQ�DQ\�FRVW�RI�OLYLQJ�LQFUHDVHV�IRU�IRXU�\HDUV��SXWWLQJ�SUHVVXUH�RQ�WKH�DJHQF\�WR�
fundraise the balance while managing operating cost increases and stagnant wages. 

The Foundation was working on securing an endowment fund to secure sustainable funds for the program long-term, though 
this was only partially raised at the time of the evaluation. Further, Alberta Human Services funds were in place for one year 
DQG�WKHUH�ZDV�QR�VHQVH�RI�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�DGGLWLRQDO�LQYHVWPHQW�EH\RQG�WKH���������¿VFDO��



28     HAVEN’S WAY EVALUATION REPORT

A Note on the Program’s Evolution

Though this evaluation focused on the current approach 
taken in the program, it is important to consider how the 
Haven’s Way has evolved since its inception in 2000. Inter-
YLHZV�ZLWK�IRUPHU�DQG�FXUUHQW�SDUWLFLSDQWV�DQG�VWDႇ�SRLQW�WR�
a notable shift towards an increasingly youth-led approach 
LQÀXHQFHG�E\�+RXVLQJ�)LUVW�SULQFLSOHV�LQ�UHFHQW�\HDUV��DOO�
of which has been incorporated in a context of enhanced 
professionalization of supports. 

Initially, the program was operated with couples as House 
Parents on both sides of the duplex. The founders were 
also deeply immersed in program operations on a volunteer 
basis, which was a considerable task for individuals who had 
concurrent careers to balance. House Parents also proved 
GLႈFXOW�WR�UHFUXLW�IRU��DQG�UHSRUWHGO\�LPSDFWHG�WKH�UHODWLRQ-
ship between spouses at times. When BGCC took over, 
WKH\�EHJDQ�VKLIWLQJ�WKH�PRGHO�WR�D�OLYH�LQ�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDႇ�
PRGHO�ZLWK�UROHV�GLႇHUHQWLDWHG�EHWZHHQ�WKH�+RXVH�3DUHQW�
and Supportive Roommate to support progression towards 
independence. More recently, the full-time role of a Program 
Coordinator was added to complement live-in support and 
provide leadership, reporting, and direct case manage-
ment. BGCC began making notable shifts towards Housing 
First since 2009 “towards more harm reduction, youth-led 
approach”; Haven’s Way operations have been impacted by 
this direction as well. 

7KLV�VKLIW�LV�IXUWKHU�HYLGHQW�ZKHQ�ZH�FRQVLGHU�¿QGLQJV�IURP�
an Anonymous Donor report on program progress as of 
December 2003 (before BGCC took on operations). The 
report states that 25 youth had stayed in the program at an 
average length of stay of 8.5 months since operations began 
in 2000. The average length of stay currently is closer to 
two years, with long-term post-graduation supports. There 
is evidence that the program also restricted intake to youth 
without addictions, and evicted for reasons relating to drug 
DQG�DOFRKRO�XVH�GXH�WR�D�ODFN�RI�VWDႇ�FDSDFLW\�WR�PDQDJH�
VXFK�LVVXHV��7KLV�KDV�VKLIWHG�LQ�PRUH�UHFHQW�\HDUV��DV�VWDႇ�
consider the overall balance of needs and do indeed intake 
youth with addition issues, who are willing to address them. 

The program has “always provided that contrast to the 
institutionalized group homes we run as a home-like envi-
URQPHQW�WKDW¶V�QDWXUDO�´�QRWHV�D�PDQDJHPHQW�OHYHO�VWDႇ��
Though youth are required to work on their education, “they 
have to want to go to school –but what happens if they 
GRQ¶W"�:H�KDYH�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKHP�WR�¿JXUH�RXW�ZK\�±�ZH�
QHHG�WR�DOORZ�IRU�FKRLFH�DQG�YRLFH��QRW�MXVW�HYLFW�´��6WDႇ�DOVR�
noted the program was aligned with the provincial Plan to 
Prevent and Reduce Youth Homelessness focus on fami-
ly-type homes, natural supports, and education.
 
$V�RQH�VWDႇ�QRWHV��³,�DOZD\V�VD\�WKLV�LV�WKH�VPDOOHVW�SUR-
gram with the biggest outcomes…it stands on its own within 
DJHQF\´�EXW�KDV�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�LPSDFWHG�RSHUDWLRQV�HOVHZKHUH�
in BGCC as well. This is particularly facilitated by the fact 

WKDW�PDQ\�VWDႇ�ZKR�QRZ�OHDG�%*&&�SURJUDPV�KDYH�ZRUNHG�
at Haven’s Way earlier in their careers. In this manner, the 
program has been both impacted by the evolution of the 
EURDGHU�%*&&�DJHQF\��ZKLOH�LQÀXHQFLQJ�WKDW�GLUHFWLRQ�

Youth-Staff Interactions 

Co-Living 

All youth interviewed (n=18) reported building genuine rela-
WLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�VWDႇ�GXULQJ�WKHLU�VWD\�LQ�WKH�SURJUDP��7KH�VWDႇ�
were often described to be “more like a friend” or “mentor” 
according to participants. They were consistently often 
referred to as “my go-to people/person,” even in instances 
where youth have moved out of the program.  

%HFDXVH�VWDႇ�OLYH�ZLWK�WKH�\RXWK�LQ�D�URRPPDWH�VLWXDWLRQ��
their approach was considered by youth as “more natural” 
WKDQ�ZKDW�RQH�PLJKW�¿QG�LQ�D�JURXS�KRPH�RU�VFDWWHUHG�VLWH�
FDVH�PDQDJHPHQW�FRQWH[W��$V�RQH�VWDႇ�QRWHV��³7KH\�VHH�
you on a good day and on crappy day when you come 
home and you just want to shut your door.” Four of the youth 
VSHFL¿FDOO\�FRQWUDVWHG�WKH�SURJUDP�WR�JURXS�KRPHV��QRWLQJ�
it as the preferred option. As Rita mentions, “I tell my friends 
who are in group homes about it and they’re like ‘How do I 
get in?’”

This co-living situation also contributes to a blurring of 
WUDGLWLRQDO�ERXQGDULHV�EHWZHHQ�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��6WDႇ�DUH�
encouraged to develop personal connections with youth, 
and vice versa. This is manifested in informal activities, like 
“hanging out” and “just chatting” as well as one-on-one time, 
OLNH�JRLQJ�IRU�FRႇHH�RU�OXQFK��,Q�FRQWUDVW�WR�WUDGLWLRQDO�JURXS�
home models, living with the youth being served adds a 
YHU\�GLVWLQFW�G\QDPLF�WR�WKH�\RXWK�VWDႇ�UHODWLRQVKLS��,W�FDQ�
HVWDEOLVK�WKH�VWDႇ�DV�D�FRQVWDQW�SRVLWLYH�SUHVHQFH�LQ�WKH�
lives of youth, and become the foundation for youth to work 
on underlying mental health issues, and develop life skills to 
WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\��

This relationship-focused approach was considered a 
cornerstone of the program’s philosophy, yet can have 
VRPH�GUDZEDFNV�DV�ZHOO�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�VWDႇ�EXUQRXW�DQG�
WXUQRYHU�LQ�WKH�SURJUDP��/RQJ�WHUP�VWDELOLW\�LQ�VWDႈQJ�ZDV�
QRWHG�FRQVLVWHQWO\�DV�HVVHQWLDO�E\�VWDႇ��\RXWK�DQG�VWDNH-
holders, particularly because of the trauma background of 
the youth participants. Yet, the encouraged blur of personal 
DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�ERXQGDULHV�WDNHV�LWV�WROO�RQ�VWDႇ�ZKR�DUH�
“unable to just check out after my shift,” as a former House 
Parent notes. While the House Parent during the time of the 
evaluation had been stable for over two years, the Support-
ive Roommate side had seen annual turnover over the past 
several years. As one stakeholder notes, “For youth who 
have experienced major trauma, which impacts attachment, 
seeing someone disappear brings that all out all over again”.

The approach can also create tension between the youth, 
DV�VRPH�QRWHG�WKDW�VRPH�VWDႇ�³KDYH�IDYRULWHV�´6RPH�VWDႇ�
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admittedly note that, “Of course you’re going to connect to 
some more than others – it’s natural.” In this manner, the 
natural relationship encouraged by the program approach 
can also create a sense of unevenness in access to partic-
XODU�VWDႇ�RU�OHYHO�RI�LQWHUDFWLRQV��DV�RQH�\RXWK�QRWHV��³,¶P�
here, too – you know?” 

Rule-Breaking 

$�WHOOLQJ�WHVW�RI�WKH�ÀH[LELOLW\�RI�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�IRFXVHG�
approach emerges when breaks of program rules are ex-
amined. As the intent of the program is to provide a positive, 
supportive home environment for young women during 
a pivotal time in their development, rules are in place to 
ensure a safe home for all participants. As aforementioned, 
when youth come into the program, they agree to a set of 
house rules, including not bringing drugs and alcohol into 
the house, working on their schooling, participating in pro-
gram activities, etc. 

$OO����\RXWK�LQWHUYLHZHHV�ZHUH�VSHFL¿FDOO\�DVNHG�DERXW�
bringing drugs and alcohol into the house or coming home 
LQWR[LFDWHG��6HYHQWHHQ�RI�WKH�\RXWK�LQWHUYLHZHG�FRQ¿UPHG�
that they had prior knowledge about the rules around drugs 
and alcohol, and most could recount an instance where it 
was broken by themselves or others in the program. The 
FRQVHTXHQFHV�UHSRUWHG�ZHUH�JHQHUDOO\�WKDW�VWDႇ�ZRXOG�
“have a talk” once the youth was sober, usually the follow-
LQJ�GD\��DERXW�WKH�LQFLGHQW��,I�KHDYLO\�LQWR[LFDWHG��VWDႇ�DOVR�
ensured youth safety by checking vitals and determining if 
medical attention was necessary. 

Youth noted that in cases where they “broke the rules,” a 
NH\�SRLQW�RI�GLVFXVVLRQ�GXULQJ�SURFHVVLQJ�ZLWK�VWDႇ�ZDV�
to consider the impacts of their actions on the rest of the 
house. As Pam, one of the youth participants notes, “You 
have to think about how bringing drugs and alcohol into the 
house, or coming home high, impacts your roommates – it 
can be a trigger for them.”  In no instance was immediate 
eviction reported because of drug/alcohol use; rather, youth 
ZRXOG�SURFHVV�WKH�LQFLGHQW�ZLWK�VWDႇ��PDNH�HႇRUWV�WR�DYRLG�
such incidents in the future and in some instances, asked to 
attend treatment. 

In a minority of cases, repeat instances of such issues 
eventually led to the youth leaving the program. In all cases 
where youth were exited from the program as result of 
DGGLFWLRQ�UHODWHG�EHKDYLRXUV�RFFXUUHG��VWDႇ�VXSSRUWHG�WKH�
youth beyond program exit to ensure transition to more ap-
propriate programs and housing.  Youth were also included 
and active in alumnae activities and supported after the 
discharge. 

Another common “rule-breaking” concerns unapproved ab-
sences. It is of note here that younger participants, who are 
generally on the House Parent side, are expected to adhere 
WR�GLႇHUHQW�UXOHV�WKDQ�WKRVH�RQ�WKH�PRUH�LQGHSHQGHQW�6XS-
portive Roommate side. Younger participants are likelier to 

be minors and still in high school, thus expected to be home 
on weeknights by a certain time (10PM for instance), unless 
otherwise arranged. This is not the case for older youth par-
WLFLSDQWV�ZKR�DUH�H[SHFWHG�WR�FKHFN�LQ�ZLWK�VWDႇ�LI�WKH\�DUH�
not coming home that night, but are otherwise determining 
their own comings and goings in the house as adults. 

:LWK�UHVSHFW�WR�SODQQHG�RYHUQLJKWV��VWDႇ�QRWH�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�
not “ignorant to the fact that they’re teenagers and they’re 
SUREDEO\�JRLQJ�RXW�GULQNLQJ�RU�VPRNLQJ�SRW�´�DV�RQH�VWDႇ�
member notes; however, “we ask them to be respectful to 
their roommates who may be struggling with addictions and 
not come home high or drunk – stay at a friend’s – let us 
know where you are; and if you’re gonna come home high 
or drunk, you bet there’s going to be a conversation about it 
when you sober up”.

7KH�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�QRWH�WKDW�NHHSLQJ�LQ�WRXFK�DERXW�RQH�
whereabouts is particularly important to ensure safety. There 
LV�HYLGHQFH�RI�FRQVLVWHQW�VWDႇ�HႇRUWV�WR�JHW�D�KROG�RI�SDUWLFL-
pants that did not check in as arranged and incidents where 
\RXWK�ZHUH�LQ�FRPSULVLQJ�ULVN\�VLWXDWLRQV��VWDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�
intervene and connect with police to mitigate the situations 
because of the constant contact they try to maintain with 
youth, even when they are in the process of “breaking the 
rules.” As Adrienne recounts, “I was not in a good situation 
and I was high – but I knew I could call them and I could be 
safe.” There were consistently recounted instances where 
youth reported being in risky situations, but had the knowl-
HGJH�DQG�FRQ¿GHQFH�WR�DVN�IRU�KHOS�IURP�VWDႇ�WR�UHVROYH�
the immediate risk. “Of course, I knew I was going to have a 
ORQJ�FRQYHUVDWLRQ�WKH�QH[W�GD\�ZLWK�>VWDႇ�QDPH@��EXW�,�NQHZ�
,�FRXOG�FDOO�WKHP�IRU�KHOS�´�$JDLQ��WKH�EDVLV�RI�WKH�VWDႇ�\RXWK�
relationship provided youth with the security to seek support 
IURP�VWDႇ�HYHQ�LQ�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHUH�WKH\�ZHUH�³PDNLQJ�PLV-
takes.”

Building Home

Building a sense of home was consistently noted to be an 
LPSRUWDQW�VWUHQJWK�RI�WKH�SURJUDP��6RPH�VWDႇ�ZHUH�LGHQWL-
¿HG�DV�KDYLQJ�SDUHQW�OLNH�UROHV�YLV�j�YLV�WKH�\RXWK��³VKH¶V�P\�
KRXVH�PRP´���DQG�LQ�WXUQ��VRPH�VWDႇ�DOVR�FRQVLGHUHG�WKHP-
selves to have a “mother”-type role. In another instance, the 
evaluator summarised back to the youth that the program 
ZDV�DQ�HႇHFWLYH�³VLPXODWLRQ�RI�D�KHDOWK\�KRPH´�±�WR�ZKLFK�
Brooke remarked, “Yes, but this is not a simulation – this is 
real – this is my family”.

,W�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�GLႇHUHQWLDWH�WKLV�SDUHQWDO�UROH�SDUDOOHO�IURP�
WKDW�RI�SHHU�VXSSRUW�±�PRUH�DNLQ�WR�WKH�VWDႇ¶V�UROH�RQ�WKH�
Supportive Roommate side in contrast to the House Parent 
and Program Coordinator roles. In both instances, live-in 
VWDႇ�DFWHG�DV�UROH�PRGHOV��GHPRQVWUDWLQJ�SRVLWLYH�UHODWLRQ-
ships with their own partners, children, parents, and friends. 
“By watching them, you see what ‘normal’ is about – espe-
cially when you’ve never seen it in your own home,” notes 
Lisa, a former participant. 
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6WDႇ�ZHUH�HQFRXUDJHG�DQG�RIWHQ�LQFOXGHG�WKHLU�RZQ�IDPLOLHV�
in the activities of the home – hanging out with their boy-
friends at the house, bringing friends and family members 
for dinner, and joining in for recreational activities. “When 
this place is your home, you’re all in – they see your relation-
ships – the ups and downs; I mean, we had to have a night 
to introduce my new boyfriend at the time and make sure 
the girls were OK with him coming over to see me – this is 
their home, too”.  

Physical Design 

The physical space’s design was also pointed to as a pro-
JUDP�VWUHQJWK�E\�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZHHV�DV�D�FRQWULEXW-
ing factor to building a senses of home. “I mean, the place is 
amazing – it’s gorgeous and you get your own room – your 
own furniture and bedding. You can decorate it,and it’s just 
… home.” One youth notes, “I am proud to bring people to 
the house.”. In fact, during the site visits undertaken by the 
evaluator, informal observation of interactions of the youth 
DQG�VWDႇ�FRQ¿UP�WKHVH�UHSRUWV��\RXWK�KDG�IULHQGV�RYHU��
FDPH�DQG�ZHQW�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKHLU�VFKHGXOH��\HW�VWDႇ�NQHZ�RI�
their whereabouts.
 
All participants noted that they liked the home and its central 
ORFDWLRQ��7KH\�VSHFL¿FDOO\�PHQWLRQHG�WKHUH�ZHUH�³HQRXJK�
bathrooms” and “hangout space so you’re not all in each 
RWKHU¶V�VSDFH�´�7KHUH�LV�QR�IRUPDO�RႈFH�RQVLWH��DQG�WKH�OLYH�
LQ�VWDႇ�PDVWHU�VXLWH�LV�GRZQVWDLUV�ZLWK�WKH�\RXWK�EHGURRPV�
XSVWDLUV��)LOHV�DUH�NHSW�ORFNHG�LQ�VWDႇ�EHGURRPV�WR�HQVXUH�
there is no “institutional feel at all – it’s home”.  

The house is owned by the Safe Haven Foundation legally, 
with no outstanding mortgage. It is rented by BGCC with 
funds provided by the Foundation.  The Foundation takes 
on any major capital changes, while minor maintenance is 
done by the agency. It is of note that the space was pur-
SRVH�EXLOW��ZLWK�PDVWHU�EHGURRP�VXLWHV�RQ�WKH�PDLQ�ÀRRU�IRU�
VWDႇ�DQG�WKUHH�EHGURRPV�XSVWDLUV�IRU�\RXWK��7KH�EDVHPHQW�
is developed and is available for common use along with the 
PDLQ�ÀRRU�OLYLQJ�URRP��NLWFKHQ�DQG�GLQLQJ�URRP��8SVWDLUV��
DQRWKHU�VSDFH�IRU�RႈFH�XVH�LV�DYDLODEOH��7KHUH�DUH�DOVR�IRXU�
bathrooms available for the youth, with another for the live-in 
VWDႇ��

House Maintenance 

To further support youth participation in the home, house 
rules are developed in a joint manner. While certain “musts” 
surrounding safety and program operations were non-nego-
tiable, other matters could be brought up at regular house 
PHHWLQJV�DQG�UXOHV�FRXOG�EH�GHYHORSHG�RU�PRGL¿HG�DFFRUG-
ingly. The “chore list” was one of the most-cited points of 
disagreement mentioned by participants as youth reported 
LQWHUSHUVRQDO�FRQÀLFWV�RYHU�SHHUV�QRW�FDUU\LQJ�WKHLU�ZHLJKW�
around the house. Nevertheless, “as much as I hated that 
FKRUH�OLVW��ZKHQ�,�PRYHG�RXW��,�DFWXDOO\�FDOOHG�>VWDႇ@�WR�JHW�
me a copy because I needed it to sort out my roommates!” 
admits Ellen. 

Generally, disagreements centred on youth not completing 
their assigned tasks or eating each other’s food, though 
WKHVH�ZHUH�JHQHUDOO\�DGGUHVVHG�LQ�UHDO�WLPH�ZLWK�VWDႇ�VXS-
port. The skills learned in a roommate context were noted 
to have enhanced youth’s ability to live independently as 
“most of us ended moving out with other people – rent is 
too expensive to live on your own, and you also want that 
support so you’re not alone…but living at Haven’s with other 
girls, you know what you’re getting into when you’re out on 
your own – and you have skills to manage issues with room-
mates,” recounts Amanda. 

Peer Relations 

Because of shared experiences that brought them into the 
SURJUDP�LQ�WKH�¿UVW�SODFH��\RXWK�SDUWLFLSDQWV�UHSRUWHG�GHYHO-
oping strong interpersonal connections with roommates in 
the program. In certain cases, they moved out together and 
continued to maintain close relationships after program exit. 
The connection with peers was noted to be a key support 
and essential ingredient of the program by most of the youth 
interviewees. Youth participants reported roommates to be a 
main source of support during their transition into and out of 
the program. Again, such relationships “can’t be forced,” as 
one youth notes, “you’re not going to get along with every-
one”.  

,QWHUSHUVRQDO�FRQÀLFW�EHWZHHQ�\RXWK�RU�EHWZHHQ�VWDႇ�DQG�
youth was noted to be an issue at various times during the 
program’s course. In some instances, it was a contributing 
factor that precipitated youth leaving the program as well. 
Some youth reported that peers would steal their items, 
RU�ZRXOG�GDPDJH�WKHLU�SRVVHVVLRQV��:KLOH�VWDႇ�ZRUNHG�WR�
UHVROYH�WKH�LQWHUSHUVRQDO�FRQÀLFWV�WKURXJK�KRXVH�PHHWLQJV�
or one-on-one conversations, it was not always remediated 
to the satisfaction of all parties. Despite its challenges, youth 
DQG�VWDႇ�DJUHHG�WKDW�WKH�SHHU�PRGHO¶V�EHQH¿WV�JHQHUDOO\�
outweighed its drawbacks. “We have this common bond – 
what brought us to Haven’s, but also that shared experience 
– we’re part of this bigger community,” notes Gillian. 

Financial Assistance 

Aside from providing youth with supportive housing, Haven’s 
:D\�DOVR�VXSSOLHV�SDUWLFLSDQWV�ZLWK�VRPH�¿QDQFLDO�DVVLV-
tance to reduce barriers in areas such as education, trans-
portation, physical health, mental health and personal inci-
dentals. The program has the ability to purchase some basic 
needs items on an individual basis, such as bedding, towels, 
and a laundry basket at move-in. Depending on the youth, 
assistance could include covering the costs of medication, 
hygiene products or phone minutes. At program intake, such 
issues are discussed to determine accountability for the cost 
with respect to BGCC, youth or parents.

Each youth has to budget $200 in gift cards per month for 
JURFHULHV�DW�WKH�QHDUE\�6DIHZD\��:KHQ�WKH\�¿UVW�PRYH�LQ��
VWDႇ�VXSSRUW�WKH�\RXWK�ZLWK�VKRSSLQJ�DQG�EXGJHWLQJ��7KLV�LV�
done for about three months, then the youth are able to go 
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shopping on their own.  If youth cannot budget this amount, 
they are either taken to the food bank (with support from 
VWDႇ���RU�H[SHFWHG�WR�SXUFKDVH�DQ\WKLQJ�DERYH�WKLV�DPRXQW�
using their own money. This way, once they are on their 
own, they know how to access the food bank if needed.

Once able, youth are expected to contribute a portion of 
their income to rent, which is subsequently returned to them 
upon exit to assist in their transition. While helping youth 
pay rent and budgeting, the process reinforces the habit of 
paying rent to “a landlord.” In cases where they cannot make 
UHQW�WR�WKH�VWDႇ��KDYLQJ�D�FRQYHUVDWLRQ�KHOSV�SURFHVV�WKH�
reasons for this, rather than resulting in eviction. 

The amounts collected for rent depend on youth’s income 
and goals, but generally amount to considerable savings to 
assist with moving costs and establish their new home; as 
much as $3,000-$5,000. If there are damages to the rooms 
or these are left uncleaned, the savings may be used to 
cover such costs as well. To the Coordinator’s knowledge, 
there have not been any youth that have not had their full 
amount paid back. 

6WDႇ�LQFRUSRUDWH�WKH�VDYLQJV�LQ�GLVFXVVLRQV�ZLWK�\RXWK�DERXW�
transition planning. For instance, how much will go to their 
QHZ�ODQGORUG��¿UVW�PRQWK¶V�UHQW��GDPDJH�GHSRVLW��IRRG��
cleaning supplies, furniture, etc.).  The underlying focus in 
these areas is building a basic life skill to pay rent, budgeting 
savings for move-out, budgeting for food/clothes, shopping 
and cooking. These in turn support transition and prepare 
the youth for when they eventually move out. 

Access to a recreation and community inclusion fund is also 
available pending youth’s application to the Safe Haven 
Foundation to cover sports fees and equipment, art therapy, 
school tuition fees, gardening materials, etc. Youth apply 
WR�WKH�IXQG�DQG�¿OO�RXW�D�VKRUW�IRUP�WR�PDNH�WKHLU�FDVH�WR�
the Foundation. Notably, youth are also able to apply for 
scholarships for post-secondary education through the 
Foundation – as alumnae and current residents. This was 
FRQVLVWHQWO\�PHQWLRQHG�DV�D�SURJUDP�VWUHQJWK�DQG�DႈUPLQJ�
of youth capacity to move forward in their lives on a career 
path. The investment made by the Foundation in youth’s 
HGXFDWLRQ�ZDV�QRWHG�WR�EH�D�UHDႈUPLQJ�ERRVW�³WKDW�ZH¶UH�
worth it – we have a future.”

Cultural Diversity

7KH�SURJUDP�DOVR�RႇHUHG�LQGLYLGXDOL]HG�VXSSRUWV�IRFXVHG�
on Indigenous cultural practices and connected participants 
with sweats and other cultural events on their own volition. 
One of the case managers had Indigenous ancestry and 
reported connecting to Indigenous participants with respect 
to issues of cultural identity and impacts of colonization. 

Participants interviewed stated that they felt welcome being 
Indigenous in the program, though they remarked that the 

low number of Indigenous participants was notable given the 
over-representation of Indigenous youth in the target pop-
ulation. “So why is it that we have such low numbers? I am 
QRW�VXUH�±�EXW�ZH�GR�QHHG�WR�WKLQN�DERXW�WKDW�´�6RPH�VWDႇ��
stakeholders and a youth noted that it may be the result of 
the program targeting and intake process. One stakeholder 
UHÀHFWHG�RQ�WKH�SURJUDP¶V�IRFXV�RQ�QRQ�VWDWXV�\RXWK�DV�
an explanation; as “most Indigenous youth who would be 
eligible for the program have status – so they’d get streamed 
into the child intervention system as opposed to Haven’s.” In 
a similar vein, an Indigenous youth pointed out that “maybe 
it’s the lower level of needs in the program – Indigenous 
youth typically have more complex cases, so they may not 
be considered for this program”.

<RXWK��VWDႇ�DQG�VWDNHKROGHUV�ZHUH�DVNHG�ZKHWKHU�WKH�SUR-
gram could be adapted or should be adapted to Indigenous 
youth in a more concerted manner. Responses were mixed, 
citing that in some instances additional focus on the cultural 
DQG�VSLULWXDO�SUDFWLFHV�FRXOG�EH�EHQH¿FLDO�IRU�,QGLJHQRXV�
youth who desire such supports; but as one Indigenous 
youth remarked, “I’m not sure everyone would want to be in 
the ‘Indigenous’ house’ – you want the option to be open.’” 
6RPH�VWDႇ�QRWHG�WKDW�+RPH�)LUH�±�DQRWKHU�%*&&�SURJUDP�
targeted at Indigenous youth –may be a better option for 
those who want a focus on cultural practices. 

Immigrant and visible minority youth made up a small 
proportion of the program as well. Participants noted being 
supported in their cultural identities: “I remember one year 
WKH\�KDG�OLNH�¿YH�GLႇHUHQW�&KULVWPDV�GLQQHUV�WR�FHOHEUDWH�
everyone’s background – like pierogis and Chinese dump-
OLQJV´��(ႇRUWV�ZHUH�PDGH�WR�OHDUQ�DERXW�SDUWLFLSDQW�FXOWXUDO�
backgrounds and ensure a safe space supportive of diver-
sity. 

A similar vein was evident with respect to LGBTQ2S+. 
7KHUH�ZDV�D�PLQRULW\�RI�SDUWLFLSDQWV�ZKR�VHOI�LGHQWL¿HG�LQ�WKH�
course of interviews. They reported feeling respected and 
VXSSRUWHG�E\�WKH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DQG�URRPPDWHV��³(YHU\RQH�
is totally open – no judgment – and it’s not just about being 
gay – it could be that you’re Christian or whatever.”

Of particular note with respect to sexual diversity – several 
VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�GLG�UHPDUN�WKDW�WKH�SURJUDP�FRXOG�EHQH¿W�
from additional capacity building to support youth in this 
area. “I am actually not sure how they would handle MTF 
(Male-to-Female) or FTM (Female-to-Male)? Would they 
evict someone because they’re not ‘female’ anymore? What 
does that look like?’” This issue was similarly expressed 
ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�VWDႇ�ZKR�PD\�EH�WUDQVVH[XDO�RU�WUDQVJHQGHU��
“I know someone who would be an amazing Supportive 
Roommate – but I am not sure they would consider that.” 
Thus, although the program is described as non-discrim-
inatory and supportive of diversity, there is further work 
that could be done to challenge potential heteronormative 
underpinnings. 



32     HAVEN’S WAY EVALUATION REPORT

6WDႇ�DJUHHG�WKDW�RQJRLQJ�UHÀHFWLRQ�RQ�GLYHUVLW\�ZLWKLQ�WKH�
program could further evolve the approach, especially given 
the BGCC program developments happening for Indige-
nous and LGBTQ2S+ youth through Home Fire and Aura. 
³7KHUH�LV�GH¿QLWHO\�SRWHQWLDO�WR�OHDUQ�IURP�RQH�DQRWKHU�LQ�
WKH�DJHQF\�´�DV�RQH�VWDႇ�QRWHV��+LULQJ�VWDႇ�IURP�GLႇHUHQW�
backgrounds was also recommended, and having a more 
inclusionary approach to youth intake was suggested to add 
a lens to current practices that was supportive of diversity in 
WKH�SURJUDP��7KHUH�ZDV�D�QHHG�LGHQWL¿HG�E\�VWDႇ�LQ�EDODQF-
LQJ�³SURJUDP�¿W´�ZLWK�GLYHUVLW\��³,I�\RX�ORRN�DW�VWDႇ��ZH¶UH�DOO�
&DXFDVLDQ�PRVWO\�±�VR�ZKHQ�\RX�WKLQN�DERXW�¿W��KRZ�GR�\RX�
know when you’re being less open to other cultures because 
of that?” 

Transition Planning

The program operates as long-term supportive housing, 
without a set length of stay. As such, the period of interven-
tion can vary between one and three years, though various 
data sources point to an average length of stay of approx-
imately two years. Though no set move-out dates are in 
SODFH��VWDႇ�ZRUN�RQ�WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQQLQJ�IROORZLQJ�\RXWK¶V�OHDG�
on an ongoing basis. In a sample of 11 program graduates, 
VWDႇ�UHSRUWHG�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHUH�WKH�\RXWK�LQLWLDWHG�WKH�H[LW�
for 54.5% of the sample; in the other 45.5% of cases, the 
WUDQVLWLRQ�ZDV�LQLWLDWHG�E\�ERWK�WKH�\RXWK�ZLWK�VWDႇ��,Q�DOO�EXW�
RQH�FDVH�LQ�WKH�VDPSOH��VWDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�SURYLGH�WUDQVLWLRQ�
supports for the youth exiting, regardless of how the exit was 
initiated. 

In their case plans, youth formally document their goals with 
respect to transition, and take on tasks towards accomplish-
ing these. These are documented in their journals, case 
¿OHV��DQG�6KDUHYLVLRQ�E\�VWDႇ��7UDQVLWLRQ�SODQV�DUH�GHYHO-
oped over lengthy periods as youth take steps to prepare 
for move-out. Support is provided with housing location at 
exit, acquiring necessary basic items and furniture, savings 
planning and budgeting, as well as building community sup-
ports in the new context. In fact, there is a “constant dance 
between handholding and supporting them to do it on their 
RZQ�´�DV�RQH�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZHH�SXW�LW��

6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�FRQVLVWHQWO\�UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQ-
QLQJ�DV�JHQHUDOO\�\RXWK�OHG�DQG�VWDႇ�VXSSRUWHG��,Q�RWKHU�
words, youth generally identify their desired living situation 
at exit and are assisted in “processing” the necessary steps 
WRZDUGV�LW�E\�VWDႇ��,Q�VHYHUDO�VLWXDWLRQV��\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�
UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQQLQJ�LV�SURPSWHG�E\�VWDႇ�ZKR�
suggest to youth that they are likely ready to begin planning 
for their move-out. There were several instances where both 
VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�QRWHG�WKDW�SURJUDP�H[LW�ZDV�XQSODQQHG�DQG�
or sudden. These cases where the minority, and initiated by 
the youth. In such instances, youth still received transition 
support, albeit in a shorter timeframe. 

Supports & Community Building Beyond 
Program Exit

It is important to stress that support for youth does not end 
DW�PRYH�RXW��6WDႇ�FRQWLQXH�WR�VXSSRUW�SURJUDP�JUDGXDWHV�DV�
alumnae over the long-term. All but one of the 18 inter-
viewed youth acknowledged they were comfortable seek-
ing support and maintained some level of contact with the 
program even after leaving. 

The alumnae engagement with the program can be dis-
tinguished into two primary spheres of activity: support 
services and social inclusion. The former refers to service 
QHHGV�DQ�DOXPQD�PD\�VHHN�IURP�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DIWHU�H[LW��
which vary on an individual basis. These generally involve 
counselling and support on arising issues, information and 
referrals, and access to recreation and community involve-
ment funds or post-secondary scholarships through the Safe 
Haven Foundation. A variety of formal and informal social 
inclusion activities engage alumnae further, such as volun-
teering or attending Haven’s Way events, building peer rela-
tionships with current program participants, and maintaining 
UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�IRUPHU�URRPPDWHV�DQG�VWDႇ�RQ�D�SHUVRQDO�
level. It is important to note that such relationships include 
IRUPHU�VWDႇ�DV�ZHOO�ZKR�KDYH�PRYHG�RQ��EXW�PDLQWDLQ�FRQ-
nections with some of the youth. None of the activities that 
IRUPHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�DQG�VWDႇ�SDUWDNH�LQ�DUH�PDQGDWHG�LQ�DQ\�
formal manner, though they are encouraged. These ‘bonds’ 
are described as natural and organic, rather than mandated 
by the program or expectations of the job.

7KH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�NHSW�DFWLYH�FDVH�QRWHV�RQ�PDMRU�HYHQWV�
and/or notable interactions with former participants in Share-
vision. They were able to report on current levels of supports 
provided to 11 participants in the sample. While about half 
(54.5%) were receiving a low level of support, the other half 
ZDV�LQ�ZHHNO\���������RU�PRQWKO\��������FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ��
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Alumnae Support Levels
Support Level Contact Intensity Number Percent
High :HHNO\�FRQWDFW�Z��VWDႇ 4 36.4%
Medium 0RQWKO\�FRQWDFW�Z�VWDႇ 1 9.1%
Low 6SRUDGLF�FRQWDFW�Z�VWDႇ 6 54.5%
None No contact/ attendance 0 0.0%

Total 11 100.0%

The level of engagement in alumnae events was also reported for the 11 participants at varying levels. All had some level of 
HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ�DQG�RU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�DOXPQDH�HYHQWV��VXFK�DV�5HFUHDWLRQ�1LJKWV��5DQFK�'D\��&KULVWPDV�
Dinners, etc.

Alumnae Program Engagement Level 
Engagement Level Contact Intensity Number Percent
High Weekly/bi-weekly contact; 
Monthly event participation 5 45.5%
Medium Monthly contact;
Monthly event participation 1 9.1%
Low Sporadic contact and/or 

event participation
5 45.5%

None No contact or event partici-
pation

0 0.0%

Total 11 100.0%

Here, the role of the program founders is salient as the alumnae community is primarily adjoined to their presence and 
activities. The Safe Haven Foundation provides ongoing access to a small recreation and community involvement fund to 
alumnae, who have to apply to gain access to the fund for activities such as sports enrolment fees, tuition, equipment, mem-
berships, etc. The fund totaled $10,000 per year for current and past participants. In addition, the founders also provided 
participants with access to scholarships for post-secondary courses and education. 

The founders are also very active in providing opportunities for alumnae to contribute to the program as volunteers for 
fundraising events, speaking engagements, and employment on small projects. They organize major celebration events as 
opportunities for alumnae to reconnect and build new relationships in a growing community. The youth report developing 
long-term relationships with the founders, particularly Karen Sherbut, who they often describe as a role model and mentor. 

1RWDEO\��QRW�DOO�IRUPHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�WDNH�RQ�VXFK�HQJDJHPHQW�HLWKHU�DQG�QRW�DOO�IRUPHU�VWDႇ�LV�DFWLYH�LQ�DOXPQDH�DFWLYLWLHV��,Q�
some instances, interactions are ongoing on a one-on-one basis as the result of personal connections between individuals 
�IRUPHU�URRPPDWHV��IRUPHU�SDUWLFLSDQW�DQG�VWDႇ���+RZHYHU��LQ�RWKHU�LQVWDQFHV��WKHVH�ERQGV�PDQLIHVW�DV�DFWLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�
in the program on a voluntary basis. Former participants actively attend recreation activities and events, such as dinners and 
celebrations, at the house and/or the founder’s home, and may take on a peer-mentor role. 
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The informal community built around Haven’s Way has 
become a main source of positive social relationship for 
some former participants, who draw on the network for a 
sense of belonging and inclusion. Again, this is not the case 
for all participants; in fact, an intentional focus on building 
this “back-end” of the program is a relatively recent evolution 
RI�WKH�SURJUDP���$V�VWDႇ�DQG�IRXQGHUV�UHFRJQL]HG�WKH�YDOXH�
of maintaining connections with former participants to the 
SURJUDP�LWVHOI�DQG�WR�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQWV��DGGLWLRQDO�HႇRUWV�ZHUH�
made to develop Haven’s Angels, engage alumnae as peer 
mentors, and introduce the potential involvement beyond 
program exit to current participants as they prepared for 
transition. 

More recently, the growing alumnae community has become 
D�UHVRXUFH�IRU�³PDWFKLQJ´�\RXWK�LQ�QHHG�RI�DႇRUGDEOH�KRXV-
ing and peer support. Using the 828-HOPE line, former pro-
gram participants seek roommates from a pool of youth as a 
way of managing housing costs, but also as a way of “giving 
EDFN�´:KLOH�D�QRWDEOH�HQKDQFHPHQW�DQG�³ULSSOH�HႇHFW´�RI�
WKH�SURJUDP��LW�LV�RI�QRWH�WKDW�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�FRQWLQXH�WR�ZRUN�
with the alumnae in their peer support roles to support the 
co-living arrangement. 

To recognize alumnae contributions, the founders of the 
program launched the Haven’s Angels project, which awards 
alumnae with outstanding contributions to the program a 
leather jacket embroidered with a “Haven’s Angels” ep-
itaph. Interviewees referred to these jackets as notable 
achievements and symbols of giving back to the program 
in several instances. In 2015, the jacket was awarded to a 
VWDႇ�PHPEHU�IRU�WKH�¿UVW�WLPH��UHFRJQL]LQJ�KHU�RXWVWDQGLQJ�
contribution to the program. Haven’s Angels has become a 
standalone charitable organization more recently with the 
support of the Safe Haven Foundation, aiming to build on 
the spirit of “giving back” for former participants by encour-
aging volunteerism, peer mentorship, and some fundraising.

The growing community of alumnae was highlighted by the 
PDMRULW\�RI�VWDႇ��VWDNHKROGHUV��DQG�\RXWK�DV�D�GLVWLQFW�IHD-
ture of the program that contributed to its success. A shared 
experience at Haven’s Way is reframed as a positive basis 
for ongoing connections, and a point of pride to ground 
ongoing involvement with the program. In fact, some of 
the youth were working on getting a tattoo of the duplex to 
commemorate their shared experience during the evaluation 
period: “And think about that – they are willing to permanent-
ly mark themselves with a symbol of Haven’s Way – that 
VKRZV�\RX�WKH�LPSDFW�´UHPDUNV�D�VWDႇ��

Assessing Progress 

6WDႇ�FRQVLGHUHG�+DYHQ¶V�:D\�SULPDU\�RXWFRPHV�WR�EH�KRXV-
ing stability, connection to community and natural supports, 
improved interpersonal relationships, ability to set and meet 
SHUVRQDO�JRDOV��VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\��LQFUHDVHG�MRE�PDLQWHQDQFH�
and school attendance, and successful transitions at pro-

JUDP�H[LW��7KHVH�RXWFRPHV�ZHUH�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�\RXWK�DQG�
VWDNHKROGHU�LQWHUYLHZV��DV�ZHOO�DV�FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�DYDLODEOH�
data. 

Tracking progress on an individual basis was done primarily 
WKURXJK�+0,6��FDVH�¿OH�QRWHV��6KDUHYLVLRQ�DQG�FRPSOH-
mented by some additional program-level data tracking 
using Excel, though this was limited to basic demographics 
and program enrollment status. HMIS had only been used 
for approximately three years, thus inclusive of data on all 
\RXWK�VHUYHG�VLQFH�������<HW��+0,6�DGRSWLRQ�KDV�EHQH¿WHG�
the program in aligning to standardized demographic data 
collection and performance metrics within the broader home-
less-serving system of care. 

There was no primary source of information on perfor-
mance metrics located – a diversity of data sources had to 
be reviewed and cleaned to glean a sense of the overall 
program impact simply because of changes in data tracking 
RYHU�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�WKH�SURJUDPV¶�VSDQ��,W�LV�GLႈFXOW�WKHUHIRUH�
to conclude with certainty at this point the number of youth 
served since 2000 and their individual outcomes.  Neverthe-
less, data available do allow for assessment of performance 
in more recent years. 

By 2003, there had been 25 participants in the program. On 
average from the data collected more recently, the average 
length of stay is two years. Assuming this, from 2004 to 
2015, this would mean there were between 33 and 40 youth 
since then, bringing the estimated total to between 60 and 
���XQLTXH�LQGLYLGXDOV��7KLV�LV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV��
WKRXJK��DJDLQ��FDQQRW�EH�FRQ¿UPHG�ZLWK�FRQFOXVLYH�GDWD�DW�
this time. 

6WDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�FRQ¿UP�WKDW�IRU�WKH�SDVW�\HDU�����������
all but one program participants residing at Haven’s Way 
maintained housing stability and were pursuing educational 
and employment goals actively. One program participant 
was being transitioned to a Housing First program as a more 
appropriate match. 

In terms of long-term outcomes for graduates who left the 
program between 2012 and 2015, of the 11 participants 
whose Sharevision records were available, more than half 
left to their own rental accommodations. In most cases, 
these rental units were shared with roommates, partners 
and/or family members. A smaller proportion reunited with 
their family at exit or went on to live with another natural 
support – though not in a shared rental context. 

:KHQ�SUREHG�DERXW�WKH�H[LW�IXUWKHU��VWDႇ�GHWHUPLQHG�WKDW�
only one of the 11 exits was negative as the participant left 
without a transition plan and has since experienced epi-
sodes of homelessness and ongoing instability. This was 
FRQ¿UPHG�LQ�WKH�FDVH�¿OH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�LQWHUYLHZ�GDWD�
gathered by the evaluator for eight of the 11 participants in 
the sample. 
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Although these participants had left an average of two years 
SULRU�WR�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ��VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQHG�FRQWDFW�DQG�ZHUH�
able to report the current housing, education and employ-
ment situation of all 11 youth. In terms of current education 
and employment status, 63.3% of the 11 past participants 
had graduated high school, 63.3% were pursuing post-sec-
ondary/trade and one was in high school. Two participants 
were not actively addressing educational goals and had not 
graduated high school (18.1%). In terms of current employ-
ment status, all but two (81.8%) were employed either part 
or full-time. 

The ability of the program to report on long-term housing 
and employment/education outcomes is notable and indica-
WLYH�RI�WKH�RQJRLQJ�UHODWLRQVKLSV�VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQ�ZLWK�DOXPQDH��
This was further validated by the willingness of 18 of the 
youth to participate in the evaluation, where the initial target 
was set at 10. 

Youth Perspectives on Program 
Strengths and Improvements 

While participant input is integrated throughout the larg-
HU�VHFWLRQ�WRJHWKHU�ZLWK�VWDႇ�DQG�VWDNHKROGHU�LQWHUYLHZV�
and various data, this section aims to synthesise program 
VWUHQJWKV�DQG�DUHDV�RI�LPSURYHPHQW�VSHFL¿FDOO\�PHQWLRQHG�
by the 18 youth evaluation participants.

Program Strengths  

Youth consistently reported their experience with the pro-
JUDP�ZDV�YHU\�SRVLWLYH���$OO�EXW�RQH�\RXWK�DႈUPHG�D�KLJK�
level of satisfaction with the program.  When asked about 
what attracted them to the program, all of the youth com-
PHQWHG�RQ�WKH�ORQJ�WHUP�VWDELOLW\�EHLQJ�RႇHUHG��³,�ZDQWHG�
somewhere to call home,” noted Mary. Most of the youth 
DOVR�FRQ¿UPHG�WKDW�D�NH\�VWUHQJWK�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�ZDV�WKH�
ÀH[LEOH�OHQJWK�RI�VWD\�DQG�VXSSRUWV�EH\RQG�SURJUDP�H[LW�
they were receiving. 

7KH�UDSSRUW�DQG�WUXVW�EXLOW�ZLWK�VWDႇ�ZDV�PHQWLRQHG�FRQVLV-
WHQWO\�DV�WKH�SURJUDP¶V�NH\�VWUHQJWK��FRQ¿UPLQJ�D�\RXWK�OHG��
VWUHQJWK�EDVHG�DSSURDFK�LQ�SUDFWLFH���6WDႇ�ZHUH�GHVFULEHG�
as very committed, supportive, patient and generally “always 
there for you – whatever you need.”

6WDႇ�SURYLGHG�JXLGDQFH�DQG�PHQWRULQJ�LQ�D�QRQ�MXGJPHQWDO�
manner supporting youth direction, rather than prescribing 
goals and actions for them. All youth interviewed mentioned 
the one-on-one support provided by the Program Coordi-
QDWRU�DQG�OLYH�LQ�VWDႇ�LQ�ÀH[LEOH�PDQQHU��³6RPHWLPHV�>VWDႇ�
QDPH@�ZDV�XS�WLOO��$0�ZLWK�PH�DQG�WKHQ�VKH¶G�JHW�XS�DQG�JR�
to her job.” 

<RXWK�UHSRUWHG�UHFHLYLQJ�VLJQL¿FDQW�DQG�HႇHFWLYH�VXSSRUW�
to address their self-determined goals regarding education, 
employment, connection to community and mainstream 
UHVRXUFHV��SURFHVVLQJ�XQGHUO\LQJ�FKDOOHQJHV�DQG�GLႈFXOW�

relationships, reconnecting with family and transitioning to 
independence.

Another key aspect of the program mentioned concerned its 
ongoing support past program graduation. This was men-
tioned by all interviewees, though three noted they were 
not actively engaged despite being interested in connecting 
more as alumnae. The youth who were connected men-
WLRQHG�WKDW�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�FRQWLQXHG�WR�SOD\�NH\�UROHV�LQ�WKHLU�
lives even in cases where they no longer worked in the pro-
gram. This signaled to the youth that the connections made 
were “not just about it being part of their job”. 

“My life has changed in so many ways that I could 
never have imagined. I still talk to my house 
mom, and weirdly enough, our children play 
together. I was able to follow my passion … and 
received a scholarship to go to school … I learned 
that I can achieve anything I want in life no matter 
how di#cult and to never give up.” 

The creation of a home-like positive environment was con-
sidered another key program strength, particularly as youth 
learned “what stability feels like – what normal is.” Youth 
mentioned valuing the opportunity not to worry about their 
basic needs (housing, clothes and food) and thus be able 
to concentrate on their education and career goals, dealing 
with underlying issues, reconnecting with their families, and 
preparing for transition. 

Access to the recreation and community inclusion fund to 
cover sports fees and equipment, art therapy, school tuition 
fees, gardening materials, etc. was consistently mentioned 
by youth as a program strength.  The ability to also access 
scholarships for post-secondary education through the 
)RXQGDWLRQ�±�DV�DOXPQDH�DQG�FXUUHQW�UHVLGHQWV�UH�DႈUPHG�
youth capacity to move forward with their education and that 
³WKH\�>WKH�IRXQGHUV@�EHOLHYHG�LQ�XV�´

Areas of Improvement

Despite the consistent positive experiences reported, youth 
noted a number of areas of improvement for the program. In 
general, all youth felt that the program was very welcoming 
and non-discriminatory. However, there were recommenda-
tions from a number of youth that additional enhancements 
with respect to Indigenous culture and LGBTQ2S+ be con-
sidered. Youth remarked that they noticed that the program 
ZDV�³SULPDULO\�&DXFDVLDQV´�DQG�ZHUH�XQDEOH�WR�GH¿QLWLYHO\�
explain why there was an under-representation of Indige-
nous and LGBTQ2S+ youth given t the prevalence of such 
diversity in the target population. 

More transition supports and preparation for independence 
was recommended by several youth to ensure there was no 
³GURS�Rႇ´�LQ�VXSSRUWV��³,�DP�MXVW�FRQFHUQHG�\RX�NQRZ�±�OLNH�
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will all this support disappear? Maybe there’s a way to help 
with moving more towards being independent before you 
move out so it’s not a shocker.” 

Youth recommended that management consider strategies 
WR�UHGXFH�VWDႇ�WXUQRYHU��SDUWLFXODUO\�IRU�WKH�3URJUDP�&RRU-
dinator and House Parent with supports for enhanced self-
care, and turning the House Parent into a full-time position 
to ensure no competing demands were in place for them. 
7KLV�ZDV�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�GLႈFXOWLHV�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�ORVV�RI�
D�VWDႇ�ZLWK�ZKRP�WKH\�FRQQHFWHG��³,W�KXUWV�±�\RX�KDYH�WKLV�
person you are close to, and then they’re gone,” explains 
Elaine; this connects to the attachment challenges many of 
the youth are dealing with. 

Though all youth reported either receiving or knowing they 
could access support post-exit, the hesitancy towards move-
out was noted in most interviews to some extent. There 
were youth for whom moving out “was a no-brainer – we 
�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��DOO�DJUHHG�,�ZDV�WRWDOO\�UHDG\�IRU�LW´��IRU�
others, there was anxiety and even self-described “self-sab-
RWDJH´�UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�DFWLRQV�WKDW�ZRXOG�VXJJHVW�WR�VWDႇ�WKDW�
youth was “not ready to move on.” Charlie explains, “You 
GRQ¶W�ZDQW�WR�ORVH�VXSSRUW�DW�PRYH�RXW�±�VR�\RX�¿QG�ZD\V�WR�
VWD\�LQ�±�VWDႇ�QHHG�WR�VXSSRUW�DQG�PDNH�VXFFHVV�VDIH�´�

It is of further note that during past periods of high turnover 
IRU�ERWK�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK��\RXWK�H[SHULHQFHV�ZHUH�QHJDWLYHO\�
impacted. In one interview, the youth remarked, “When I was 
there, it was a gong-show … honestly, I think some of the 
VWDႇ�ZHUH�VFDUHG�RI�WKH�\RXWK�«�WKHUH�ZDV�GH¿QLWHO\�GUXJV�
in the house.” In another instance, a youth, Diana, noted, 
³6WDႇ�GH¿QLWHO\�KDYH�IDYRULWHV�«�DQG�WKDW�DWWHQWLRQ�FDQ�
come and go, and it hurts.” 

Expanding/Adapting the Program 

$OO�VWDႇ��\RXWK�DQG�VWDNHKROGHU�LQWHUYLHZV�UHFRPPHQGHG�
more programs modeled after Haven’s Way. Aside from 
expanding to serve more female youth, many interviewees 
commented on the potential for adaptation of the model for 
younger males. This could address the critical age of 13-16 
years, and make an impact on violence prevention, positive 
fatherhood and male role models, and a reduction in gang 
involvement.  

Mixed opinions were expressed with respect to replicability 
IRU�,QGLJHQRXV�DQG�/*%74�6��\RXWK�VSHFL¿FDOO\��WKRXJK�
VWDႇ�SRLQWHG�RXW�WKDW�WKH�%*&&�$XUD�DQG�+RPH�)LUH�SUR-
grams were already borrowing learnings from Haven’s Way 
IRU�WKHVH�SRSXODWLRQV��2Q�RQH�KDQG��VRPH�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�
felt having a house dedicated to a subgroup might further 
“other” the group compared to an integrated approach. On 
WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��WKHUH�ZHUH�EHQH¿WV�WR�D�IRFXVHG�DSSURDFK�
as well – particularly in relation to safety for LGBTQ2S+ 
youth and culturally sensitive programming for Indigenous 
youth. In either case, youth recommended that future pro-
gram development include engagement of the intended tar-
get population to gauge their interest in such options before 

making assumptions one way or another. 

There was also mention that the program could be used as 
a model for reform in child intervention group homes: as a 
youth notes, who was in group homes most of her life before 
Haven’s Way, “I just don’t get why you couldn’t have this for 
status kids –why would you put me through 20 foster homes 
and group homes where no one gives a shit?” The theme 
of contrasting Haven’s Way to child intervention respons-
HV�FRQVLVWHQWO\�UDQ�WKURXJK�WKH�LQWHUYLHZV�ZLWK�\RXWK��VWDႇ�
and external stakeholders: where it emerged, respondents 
noted that the child intervention response could be adapt-
ed to formally include options such as Havens’ Way, albeit 
PRGL¿FDWLRQ�PD\�EH�QHHGHG�WR�VHUYH�KLJKHU�DFXLW\�\RXWK�
and manage additional safety concerns.  The program has 
additional value that can impact the operations of housing 
models in other public systems, including corrections, child 
intervention, and mental health – all who operated support-
ive housing for youth. 

)URP�SROLF\�SHUVSHFWLYH��GLVFHUQLQJ�HႇHFWLYH�KRXVLQJ�PRG-
els for youth that are replicable for other populations and 
communities is critical. Scaling the program has potential 
because of the replicability of the model in low density ar-
HDV��LQFOXGLQJ�UXUDO�FRPPXQLWLHV��7KH�FRVW�HႈFLHQFLHV�RI�WKH�
model were also noted as positives, along with the capacity 
of the program to leverage diverse funding sources from 
SULYDWH��QRQ�SUR¿W�DQG�JRYHUQPHQW�VRXUFHV��

To replicate the model, a number of features were men-
WLRQHG�DV�HVVHQWLDO�E\�\RXWK��VWDႇ��WKH�IRXQGHUV�DQG�RWKHU�
stakeholders, which are consistent with youth perspectives 
on program strengths: 

Program Essentials

Operations
• Agency philosophy aligns with the program approach.
• &DUHHU�DGYDQFHPHQW�RI�SUHYLRXV�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�LQWR�

agency leadership roles responsible for the program 
UHDႈUP�DSSURDFK�ZLWKLQ�DJHQF\�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�
enhance support for program. 

• $JHQF\�PDQDJHPHQW�VXSSRUWV�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DXWRQRP\�
and self-care, yet steps in as needed in operations.

• /LYH�LQ�VWDႇ�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�D�GHGLFDWHG�IXOO�WLPH�
Program Coordinator, who carries case management 
and program leadership roles, additional reporting and 
accreditation-related tasks. 

• 7KHUH�LV�FRQWLQXLW\�LQ�SURJUDP�VWDႈQJ��ZLWK�ORZ�WXUQ-
over. 

• 6WDႇ�VHOI�FDUH�LV�VWURQJO\�VXSSRUWHG�WR�HQVXUH�VXVWDLQ-
ability. 

• Program balances accreditation requirements with 
maintaining a home-like environment and natural ap-
proach with youth.

• ,QGHSHQGHQW�VRXUFHV�RI�VXVWDLQDEOH�DQG�ÀH[LEOH�IXQGV�
present minor restrictions on operations, facilitating 
program responsiveness to youth versus funding re-
quirements. 
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Program Model
• A thorough screening and intake process for new youth 

DQG�VWDႇ�GLVFHUQV�¿W�ZLWK�KRXVH�G\QDPLFV�DQG�SURJUDP�
model. 

• 6WDႇ�OLYH�ZLWK�\RXWK��SURYLGLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�RQVLWH�
presence, positive role modeling and low turnover to 
mitigate attachment issues. 

• 3URJUDP�WLPHOLQHV�DUH�ÀH[LEOH�EDVHG�RQ�SDUWLFLSDQW�
needs and there is no length of stay prescribed.

• Transition planning is intentional and tailored to each 
participant, with ongoing connection beyond program 
exit.  

• Financial assistance is in place to ensure youth’s basic 
needs are met, while life skills are built to pay rent, sav-
ings for move-out, budgeting for food/clothes, shopping 
and cooking.

• $FFHVV�WR�ÀH[LEOH�IXQGV�LV�LQ�SODFH�WR�FRYHU�FRVWV�RI�
recreation and community inclusion activities to build 
youth’s natural supports and life skills. 

• Program integrates natural supports and communi-
ty-based service connections to build a base for inde-
pendence after program exit.

• Youth are supported and coached in how to access 
needed resources (therapy, school, jobs, recreation, 
community supports, etc.) according to their individual 
and changing needs.

• Program graduates have access to transition planning 
DQG�VXSSRUWV�DQG�FRQVLGHUDEOH�VDYLQJV�WR�VXSSRUW�¿QDQ-
cial needs at move-out.

• Youth have access to post-secondary funding and 
HGXFDWLRQDO�FDUHHU�SODQQLQJ�VXSSRUW��UHDႈUPLQJ�WKHLU�
potential as they transition to adulthood.  

Philosophy
• A youth-led approach is in place, respective of their 

VWUHQJWKV��SUHIHUHQFHV��DQG�SDFH��VWDႇ�JXLGH�DQG�PHQ-
tor, versus prescribe youth actions.

• Supports are individually tailored to each youth, foster-
ing independence and self-determination.

• Youth feel respected, safe, and cared for in a home 
environment that provides an opportunity to experience 
and learn security and stability while making mistakes.

• There is an explicit focus on education as youth are 
supported to move forward with lives; this includes 
access to post-secondary education scholarships.

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�HႇHFWLYHO\�PLWLJDWH�ULVNV�VXUURXQGLQJ�
youth acuity (addiction, mental health, risk behaviours), 
while maintaining a relationship-focus and youth-led 
approach.

• 6WDႇ�VWULYH�WR�EDODQFH�\RXWK�OHG��KDUP�WROHUDQW�DS-
proach with the need to maintain a safe, sober living 
HQYLURQPHQW�IRU�DOO�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�OLYLQJ�LQ�WKH�KRPH��
without discharging youth into homelessness. 

• Peer support is encouraged among participants; yet, 
relationships are nurtured, not forced.

• Alumnae roles are encouraged for former participants 
DQG�VWDႇ�WR�EXLOG�FRPPXQLW\�EH\RQG�SURJUDP�H[LW�DQG�
provide opportunities to give back to the program, par-
ticularly through peer mentoring.

• Founders act as focal points supporting long-term 
engagement of alumnae by creating opportunities for 
connection, giving back, and mentoring.

Housing Environment
• Physical space is designed with target population and 

program approach in mind, facilitating a home-like 
environment. 

• Attachment to place is facilitated: youth are able to 
decorate own rooms, have a say in house decorations, 
backyard landscaping, etc. 

• Youth have active roles in determining house rules and 
have a say in regulating their home environment. 

• The presence of a physical home-base (housing en-
vironment) anchors current and past participants in a 
broader social network. 
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Service Quality Dimensions Assessment 
 
7KLV�VHFWLRQ�SURYLGHV�D�VXPPDU\�RI�WKH�HYDOXDWRU¶V�¿QGLQJV�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�WKH�YDULRXV�VHUYLFH�GLPHQVLRQV�RXWOLQHG�LQ�WKH�
Evaluation Framework based on information gathered. In cases where youth interviews and key stakeolder input was ob-
tained, it is referenced along with available quantitative data on performance and participant demographics. 

To summarise the results, Haven’s Way scored high across all service dimension areas, though evidence collected suggest-
ed some improvement possible in the areas of Organizational Capacity and Service Model.

Service Dimension Area Items Maximum Score Program Score Percent
Strategic Alignment 5 15 14 93%
Service Impact 4 12 11 92%
Service Model 7 21 18 86%
Housing Placement 6 18 18 100%
Organizational Capacity 3 9 7 78%
Average 25 75 68 91%

The legend sumarizes at a glance whether the service dimension examined was minimally, partially or fully met based on 
available evidence for each area in further details. 

Legend 
Minimally Met - 3   Partially Met - 3�3�    Fully Met - 3�3�3 N/A- not applicable/no data available  

Strategic Alignment Evidence Summary
alignment with the broader 
homeless-serving system;

• Program functions is aligned with Foyer principles;
• Program materials outline eligibility criteria/prioritization criteria, which align 

with its intended purpose;
• Program entry is managed through the BGCC at an agency versus sys-

tem-levels (coordinated entry), though through BGCC participation in coordi-
nated entry, referrals can be accommodated on a case-by-case basis;

• $V�QR�IRUPDO�DFXLW\�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�LQ�FXUUHQW�XVH��LW�LV�GLႈFXOW�WR�DVVLJQ�DQ�
acuity level using a common tool to participants at screening at this time, 
though it would likely fall in the mid-acuity range based on information to date.

3�3

VWUDWHJLF�¿W�ZLWK�WKH�$OEHUWD�
Plan to End Homelessness;

• Program contract with Human Services outlines alignment with local priorities, 
Foyer program elements, and provincial priorities around Alberta Plan to Pre-
vent and Reduce Youth Homelessness.

3�3�3

eligibility and prioritization 
criteria appropriateness for 
program type and target 
population;

• Eligibility criteria are articulated in program contract, intake policies and proce-
GXUHV��FRUURERUDWHG�E\�+0,6��SDUWLFLSDQW�UHSRUWV��VWDႇ�UHSRUWV�DQG�DGPLQLVWUD-
tive data. 

• 3DUWLFLSDQW��VWDႇ�DQG�H[WHUQDO�VWDNHKROGHU�LQWHUYLHZV�FRQ¿UP�WDUJHW�SRSXODWLRQ�
is being served.

3�3�3

clear and consistent 
process of screening and 
intake of program partici-
pants to ensure appropriate 
¿W�LQ�WKH�SURJUDP�

• 3URJUDP�SURFHGXUHV��VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZV��+0,6��DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�GDWD��DQG�SDUWLF-
LSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV�FRQ¿UP�FRQVLVWHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�FULWHULD�DV�SHU�FRQWUDFW�ZLWK�
Safe Haven Foundation and Alberta Human Services.  

• 3DUWLFLSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV��SURJUDP�UHSRUWV��+0,6�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV�VXJJHVW�KHDOWK�
conditions, demographics, homelessness history and system interactions align 
with proposed program focus. 

3�3�3

well-articulated referral net-
work into the program, and 
from the program.

• Primary referral sources are internal and managed through the BGCC 828-
HOPE line, which are articulated in program materials, and corroborated by 
HMIS and administrative data, stakeholder and participant interviews.

3�3�3
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Service Impact Evidence Summary
operations align with prin-
ciples of Housing First and 
the Foyer model;

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV��FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�SDUWLFLSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV�FRQ¿UP�HOHPHQWV�
of Foyer model are met, though better clarity regarding program’s role in the 
EURDGHU�KRPHOHVV�VHUYLQJ�V\VWHP�RI�FDUH�FRXOG�EH�EHQH¿FLDO�

• Though the program requires sobriety, it manages drug and alcohol use from 
a harm reduction perspective and does not evict into homelessness as a 
result; better program matching for those requiring full harm reduction is facil-
itated to ensure appropriate placements – in this sense, partial alignment with 
Housing First is in place; 

• Foyer model hinges on integration between housing and education/employ-
ment focused supports; this was achieved consistently in the program as evi-
GHQFHG�E\�+0,6�DQG�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�GDWD��FDVH�¿OHV��\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV�

• Data was available on participants to assess changes in housing stability, 
income, education, health status, etc. suggesting long-term improvements 
across key performance indicators (see next section o program performance). 

3�3

activities contribute to the 
goal of permanent housing 
and are appropriate for the 
program type and target 
population;

• +0,6�DQG�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�GDWD��SURJUDP�VWDႇ�DQG�SDUWLFLSDQW�UHSRUWV��DORQJ�
with case plans suggest activities are aimed at permanent housing appropri-
DWH�WR�SDUWLFLSDQW�QHHG��'DWD�FRQ¿UP�PLQLPDO�UHFLGLYLVP�LQWR�KRPHOHVVQHVV�
post-exit.  

3�3�3

length of time and service 
intensity are appropriate for 
the target population and 
program type;

• The program does not have a strict time limit, though a two-year length of stay 
is reported on average. Services are tailored in intensity and scope following 
case planning with the participant. 

• Program has operated as permanent, long-term supportive housing since 
������7KH�XQVSHFL¿HG�OHQJWK�RI�VWD\�LV�VWURQJO\�VXSSRUWHG�E\�DOO�\RXWK�SDUWLFL-
SDQWV�LQWHUYLHZHG�DQG�VWDႇ�

• Participant reports suggest the program is tailored to their goals though it 
does require school attendance, sobriety; program rules are considered to 
be reasonable and appropriate by participants and facilitative to their overall 
wellbeing and success. 

• Participants report being supported in learning from their mistakes. 

3�3�3

clear and consistent gradu-
ation criteria are in place to 
move program participants 
WR�VHOI�VXႈFLHQF\��ZKLOH�
ensuring they are support-
ed to reduce returns into 
homelessness.

• Graduation criteria is provided in program policies and supported through 
extensive transition planning support. 

• A savings plan is developed to facilitate move-outs.
• Program remains open to graduates on ongoing basis, based on need, and 

promotes engagement in alumnae activities. 
• 7KH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�ZHUH�YHU\�VXFFHVVIXO�WR�UHFRQQHFW�ZLWK�SDUWLFLSDQWV�IRU�WKH�

purposes of the evaluation. In all, 18 participants were located and agreed to 
interviews.

3�3�3
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Service Model Evidence Summary
acuity changes over time 
using an evidence-based 
tool demonstrating increas-
ing stability;

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�XVLQJ�JRDO�SODQQLQJ�DFURVV�OLIH�DUHDV�LQ�D�\RXWK�OHG�PDQ-
QHU�FRQVLVWHQWO\��WKLV�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�\RXWK�SDUWLFLSDQWV�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV��

• No formal tool to assess acuity changes over time was in use, which is con-
¿UPHG�E\�FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�SDUWLFLSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV�

• HMIS and administrative data suggest housing stability, education and income 
improves during program participation and some system interactions de-
crease. 

3�

program participant visits of 
appropriate frequency;

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV��SDUWLFLSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV��FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�SURJUDP�DVVHVV-
ment materials show service is tailored based on participant needs and goals, 
and frequency/intensity change accordingly.

• &DVH�¿OHV��HYDOXDWRU�REVHUYDWLRQ��\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�UHSRUWV�VXJJHVW�UHJXODU�DQG�
ongoing contact with participants. 

• 6WDႇ�DUH�DEOH�WR�DUWLFXODWH�GLVWLQFW�SKDVHV�RI�VHUYLFH�HQJDJHPHQW�IRU�FXUUHQW�
and past participants, which impact service provision approach.  

3�3�3

DSSURSULDWH�VWDႈQJ�OHYHOV�
DQG�TXDOL¿FDWLRQV�DUH�LQ�
place to operate the pro-
JUDP�HႇHFWLYHO\��DQG

• The program employed 1 Program Coordinator and 2 part-time supportive 
OLYLQJ�VWDႇ��

• The program targeted 6 participants at any one time, though additional gradu-
ates continued to receive supports to various extents.

•  At the time of the evaluation, there were approximately 11 former participants 
still engaged with the Program Coordinator and House Parent at varying level. 

• While the caseload is within the 1:10 ratios recommended for permanent sup-
portive housing, it is recommended that the program graduate case-load be 
UHYLHZHG�WR�HQVXUH�VWDႇ�DUH�DEOH�WR�SURYLGH�DGHTXDWH�VXSSRUWV�DV�WKH�JUDGX-
ate community expands. 

• Expanding role of House Parent to full-time is recommended, pending re-
sources. 

• 6WDႇ�LQ�KDYH�H[WHQVLYH�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�H[SHULHQFH�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�SRSXODWLRQ��
VSHFL¿FDOO\�\RXWK�ZLWK�FRPSOH[�QHHGV��

3�3�3

crisis plans are in place; • &DVH�¿OHV�YHUL¿HG�FULVLV�SODQV�ZHUH�GHYHORSHG�RQ�D�QHHG�WR�EDVLV��7KH�DJHQF\�
has an extensive CIR reporting and review process, which the program fully 
partakes in. 

• 3URJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�UHSRUW�VWDႇ�DYDLODELOLW\�GXULQJ�WLPHV�RI�FULVLV�DQG�KDG�
VSHFL¿F�NQRZOHGJH�RQ�KRZ�WR�DFFHVV�VXSSRUW�ZKHQ�DVVLJQHG�FDVH�PDQDJHU�
was unavailable. 

3�3�3

discharge plan with after-
care and follow-up assess-
ments;

• Discharge planning was evident in case plans. 
• Since 2009, when data collection was improved, there were no participants 

who “disappeared” or had unknown exit information. 
• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�WKH\�RႇHU�RQJRLQJ�VXSSRUW�DQG�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�UHWXUQ�IRU�

VXSSRUW�VRFLDO�DFWLYLWLHV�DIWHU�H[LW���7KLV�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�FRQVLVWHQWO\�E\�IRUPHU�
participants. 

3�3�3

grievance processes are in 
place for program partici-
pants and communicated 
to them;

• Participants reported being comfortable suggesting changes to the program. 
• Program policies were located describing grievance process to youth. 

3�3�3

cultural competence & sup-
port for diversity

• +0,6�GDWD�FRQ¿UPV�UHODWLYH�XQGHU�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�,QGLJHQRXV�SDUWLFLSDQWV��
corroborated by program data; reasons for this should be explored further.

• 6XSSRUW�VWDႇ�ZLWK�,QGLJHQRXV�EDFNJURXQG�DQG�FRQQHFWLRQ�WR�FRPPXQLW\�RQ�
VWDႇ�FXUUHQWO\�

• &DVH�SODQV�GHPRQVWUDWH�VWDႇ�HႇRUWV�WR�FRQQHFW�SDUWLFLSDQW�DQWV�WR�DSSURSULDWH�
services and cultural supports, though program participants report this is not 
DQ�DUHD�RI�SDUWLFXODU�SURJUDP�VWUHQJWK�±�ZKLFK�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�VWDႇ�

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�VXSSRUWV�IRU�/*%74�6���LPPLJUDQW��DQG�,QGLJHQRXV�SDU-
WLFLSDQWV��SDUWLFLSDQW�LQWHUYLHZV�FRQ¿UP�SURJUDP�PDNHV�HႇRUW�WR�EH�ZHOFRPLQJ�
and non-discriminatory.

• 6WDႇ�DQG�SDUWLFLSDQWV�QRWH�PRUH�FRXOG�EH�GRQH�RQ�HQKDQFLQJ�FXOWXUDO�FRPSH-
tency – particularly around Indigenous and LGBTQ2S+ issues. 

3�3�
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Housing Placement Evidence Summary
placement process aligned 
with principle of Housing 
First (program participant 
choice, housing perma-
nency) in scattered-site or 
place-based housing;

• 6WDႇ�UHSRUWV�ZRUNLQJ�FORVHO\�ZLWK�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW�WR�¿QG�DSSURSULDWH�DQG�DႇRUG-
able le housing (scattered-site or place-based) that meets participant needs 
DQG�FKRLFH�DV�SDUW�RI�WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQQLQJ��ZKLFK�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�LQ�FDVH�SODQV�DQG�
youth reports. 

• There is no access to rent support funds or damage deposits per se, though 
the savings plan allows youth to have funds in place to support moving out. 
Program also provides access to some supports to acquire furniture and other 
needed items. 

• 6WDႇ�DGYRFDWH�IRU�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW�WR�DFFHVV�H[LVWLQJ�VXSSRUWV�LQ�WKH�FRPPXQLW\��
LQFOXGLQJ�DႇRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ�DQG�UHQW�VXSSRUWV�RQ�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�EDVLV��

• No guidelines on housing location practice and resources were in place, as 
program was not funded to support this need. 

3�3�3

placements in housing that 
LV�DႇRUGDEOH�IRU�SURJUDP�
participant incomes;

• No guidelines on housing location practice and resources were in place, as 
SURJUDP�ZDV�QRW�IXQGHG�WR�VXSSRUW�WKLV�QHHG±�WKRXJK�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�PDNLQJ�
HႇRUWV�WR�SODFH�SDUWLFLSDQWV�LQ�DSSURSULDWH�KRXVLQJ��7KLV�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�\RXWK�
and the low number of homeless recidivism post-exit in the data. 

• During their stay at Haven’s Way, youth paid a portion of their income accord-
ing to their abilities and goals as this contributed to a savings plan accessible 
at program exit. 

3�3�3

housing meets relevant 
safety and habitability 
standards;

• As above with respect to transitioning participants.
• For residents at Haven’s Way, safety and habitability were fully met and man-

aged through the Safe Haven Foundation – who was the owner of the housing 
site. 

3�3�3

transparent and fair process 
WR�GHWHUPLQH�¿QDQFLDO�VXE-
sidies for program partici-
pants (rent, utility supports);

• The program did not provide subsidies for participants at exit. A process was 
in place to provide program graduates with some move out supports on a 
FDVH�E\�FDVH�EDVLV�DQG�OHYHUDJH�VDYLQJV�SODQV��YHUL¿HG�E\�FDVH�¿OHV�DQG�
participant interviews. 

• A recreation and basic needs fund was in place, with clear guidelines around 
access.

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�UHSRUW�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�RWKHU�PDLQVWUHDP�LQFRPH�VRXUFHV��LQFRPH�
assistance, student funding, Burns Memorial fund, bursaries, etc.) to locate 
additional income.

3�3�3

appropriate leases, third 
party agreements, insur-
ance, etc. are in place;

• 3URJUDP�VWDႇ�VXSSRUW�\RXWK�LQ�QHJRWLDWLQJ�OHDVHV�DQG�URRPPDWH�DJUHHPHQWV�
as appropriate though not guidelines were in place in a formal manner around 
housing location. 

• For residents, clear expectations around the program rules was evident. 

3�3�3

process to resolve tenan-
cy issues (arrears, safety, 
landlord/ neighbour dis-
putes) is articulated.

• Case management approach included resolution around tenancy issues 
DV�WKHVH�DURVH��LQFOXGLQJ�LQWHUSHUVRQDO�FRQÀLFW�EHWZHHQ�URRPPDWHV��KRXVH�
chores. These were not always resolved to all parties’ satisfaction, though 
\RXWK�UHSRUWHG�VWDႇ�PDGH�FRQVLVWHQW�HႇRUWV�WR�EH�IDLU�

3�3�3
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Organizational Capacity Evidence Summary
serious incidents review 
processes are in place and 
appropriately reported;

• &DVH�¿OHV�GHPRQVWUDWHG�VHULRXV�LQFLGHQW�UHYLHZV�ZHUH�GRFXPHQWHG��UHYLHZHG��
and led to policy/practice changes. Policies were available to review. 

3�3�3

reporting and evaluation 
activities used in ongoing 
TXDOLW\�DVVXUDQFH�HႇRUWV�

• Program tracks data in HMIS and Sharevision to some extent, though no 
comprehensive evaluation had been done formally to date since BGCC took 
on operations.

• Safe Haven does not formally audit program compliance to quality standards 
or performance targets, though it does require progress reports to be made on 
a biennial basis.  

• Program is part of a CARF accredited agency, thus is subject to quality assur-
ance activities that ensure a high level of compliance to standards of care. 

3�3�

training and capacity build-
ing activities are in place to 
support improved program 
participant outcomes. 

• 2QJRLQJ�WUDLQLQJ�LV�SURYLGHG�DW�WKH�DJHQF\�OHYHO��ZKLFK�VWDႇ�SDUWDNH�LQ��
• $GGLWLRQDO�WUDLQLQJ�QHHGV�ZHUH�LGHQWL¿HG�RQ�,QGLJHQRXV�DQG�/*%74�6��

cultural support and complex mental health and addiction needs of youth in 
SDUWLFXODU�E\�SDUWLFLSDQWV�DQG�VWDႇ��

• Note that Indigenous & LGBTQ2S+ mandatory trainings are required at BGCC 
IRU���KRXUV�ZLWKLQ�¿UVW���PRQWKV�RI�HPSOR\PHQW��

3�3�
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Performance Measure Maximum Score Program Score Percent
1.       Occupancy 3 3 100%
2.       Access 3 3 100%
3.       Clinical Supports 3 3 100%
4.       Housing Stability 3 3 100%
5.       Housing Destinations 3 3 100%
6.       Income 3 2.5 83%
7.       Return to Homelessness 3 2.5 83%
8.       Reasons for Program Discharge 3 3 100%
9.       Interaction with Public Systems 3 2.5 83%
10.    Positive Relationships 3 3 100%
11.    Connections to Community 3 3 100%
12.    Employment & Education 3 3 100%
Score 36 34.5 96%

Program Performance 
Analysis
Though the contract between Haven’s Way and the Safe 
Haven Foundation does not specify particular performance 
targets, the program does report anecdotally on participant 
progress and provides data on several items on a biannual 
basis. As no consistent tracking process was in place prior 
WR�+0,6��LW�LV�GLႈFXOW�WR�DVVHVV�SHUIRUPDQFH�UHWURDFWLYHO\�
against a new set of metrics. However, there was enough 
information to measure impact using available data from 
HMIS and program-level administrative information against 

established targets in the broader homeless-serving system. 

Using the same benchmarks sets by the Calgary Home-
less Foundation for Housing First programs and the Foyer 
program evaluated in the evaluation of the federal pilots, 
performance was assessed against these measures using 
available data. As the program was unable to provide a 
data set beyond records available through HMIS (n=7) and 
Sharevison (n=16), the evaluator developed an additional 
data set for participants served from 2009-2015 to com-
SOHPHQW�DYDLODEOH�GDWD��FDVH�¿OH�UHYLHZV��LQWHUYLHZV�DQG�
VWDႇ�UHSRUWV��2YHUDOO��WKH�SURJUDP�VKRZHG�H[FHOOHQW�UHVXOWV�
scoring 96% overall. 
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Legend 
Minimally Met - 3   Partially Met - 3�3�    Fully Met - 3�3�3 N/A- not applicable/no data available  

Performance Measures Evidence Summary
Occupancy Program must have minimum 

95% occupancy at any one time 
during the funding period

• Program capacity to house 6 participants at any one time; 
FXUUHQWO\��WKHUH�ZDV�RQH�YDFDQF\���������EHLQJ�¿OOHG��+LJK�
demand for program, and low turnover result in consistently 
high occupancy rates. 

3�3�3

Access 100% of participants in the 
program will have regular access 
to counseling and employment 
supports.

• All participants interviewed (n=18) reported frequent contact 
ZLWK�FDVH�PDQDJHU��WKLV�ZDV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�VWDႇ�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV���
7KLV�LV�FRQ¿UPHG�LQ�+0,6�DQG�6KDUHYLVLRQ�UHFRUGV�

3�3�3

Clinical 
Supports 

,Q�WKH�¿UVW���PRQWKV�RI�WKH�SUR-
gram 85% of participants will be 
engaged with clinical services.

• All participants interviewed (n=18) reported frequent contact 
ZLWK�FDVH�PDQDJHU��WKLV�ZDV�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�VWDႇ�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV���

• 
• All participants interviewed reported being supported in 

accessing mainstream and community supports to address 
individual needs, including mental health, addictions, health. 

• At 6 months, HMIS data showed 1 of 6 (16.7%) participants 
reported having contact with their case worker between 1 and 
10 times per month; 33.3% (2) reported contact from 11-20 
and 21-30 times per month respectively. 

• At 12-months, of a sample of 4 participants, 50% (2) reported 
having contact with their case worker between 1 and 10 times 
per month; 50% (2) reported contact from 11-20 per month. 

3�3�3

Housing 
Stability 

95% maintain housing for at 
least 6 months; at least 85% 
maintain housing for at least 12 
months.

• Average length of stay in program is about 2 years for 16 
participants in Sharevision (2009-2015); only 1 participant out 
of 16 exited the program negatively during this period. 

• 
• Of the 11 served from 2009-2015 who have exited the pro-

gram, 1 (9.1%) experienced homelessness after program exit 
and had a negative exit. All other exits were considered posi-
WLYH�DQG�VXSSRUWHG�ZLWK�WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQV�DQG�VXSSRUWV�E\�VWDႇ��

3�3�3

Housing 
Destina-
tions 

95% of participants leaving 
program go to positive housing 
destinations.

• Of the 11 participants served from 2009-2015 who graduated, 
more than half left to their own rental accommodations. In 
most cases, these rental units were shared with roommates, 
partners and/or family members.

• 
• A smaller proportion reunited with their family at exit (18.5%) 

or went on to live with another natural support- though not in a 
shared rental context. For instance, one participant moved in 
with her boyfriend’s parents. 

3�3�3

Income 95% of participants have an in-
crease in income after 6 months 
in program from employment &/ 
EHQH¿WV�

Where participants are unable to 
increase income (are on AISH/ 
Income Supports, Not Expected 
to Work, etc.), 95% maintain 
stable source of income.

• HMIS records available showed that average income at 12 
months was 32.1% higher than at Intake, increasing from 
$700 to $925 per month.

• Program is raising issue of data inaccuracies with HMIS. 
• 
• Employment rates remained the same in HMIS at intake and 

12 months with all participants reporting part-time or full-time 
employment at 75% and 25% respectively.

3�3�3
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Return to 
Homeless-
ness 

Less than 5% of participants 
return to shelter/rough sleeping.

• Of the 11 served from 2009-2015 with Sharevision records 
who have exited the program, 1 (9.1%) experienced home-
lessness after program exit and had a negative exit. All other 
exits were considered positive and supported with transition 
SODQV�DQG�VXSSRUWV�E\�VWDႇ��<RXWK�ZLWK�KRXVLQJ�LQVWDELOLW\�VWLOO�
receives support from program.

3�3�3

Reasons 
for Program 
Discharge

3URJUDP�PDNHV�HႇRUW�WR�DYRLG�
discharging into homelessness, 
following a low barrier, Housing 
First approach. 

• 6WDႇ�UHSRUWHG�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHUH�WKH�\RXWK�LQLWLDWHG�WKH�H[LW�±�
this was the case for 54.5% of the sample of 16 records in 
Sharevision; in the other 45.5% of cases, the transition was 
LQLWLDWHG�E\�ERWK�WKH�\RXWK�ZLWK�VWDႇ��

• 
• ,Q�DOO�EXW�RQH�FDVH��VWDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�SURYLGH�WUDQVLWLRQ�

supports for the youth exiting, regardless of how the exit was 
LQLWLDWLYH��6XSSRUWHG�WUDQVLWLRQV�ZHUH�FRQ¿UPHG�E\�\RXWK�LQWHU-
YLHZV�DQG�FDVH�¿OHV��

3�3�3

Interaction 
with Public 
Systems 

Program will show participants 
have reduced incarcerations, 
reduced emergency room visits 
and reduced in-patient hospital-
izations while demonstrating an 
increase in the youth’s connec-
tion to healthy systems (neigh-
borhood doctor, regular dentist, 
recreation centres, school and 
so on).

• Program-level data suggest low level of public system interac-
WLRQV�IRU�D�VDPSOH�RI����FDVH�¿OHV�UHYLHZHG��+RZHYHU��\RXWK�
generally had low system interactions to begin with generally. 

• 
• This is not atypical compared to other youth-serving programs 

DFFRUGLQJ�WR�SURJUDP�VWDႇ��LQFOXGLQJ�+RXVLQJ�)LUVW�SURJUDPV�
as youth do not access public systems at the same rate as 
adult counterparts. 

• 
• +0,6�GDWD�FRQ¿UP�WKLV�WUHQG��VKRZLQJ�DQ�LQFUHDVH�DW���PRQWK�

assessment for health-related interactions, tapering down by 
12-month assessments – as highlighted below. 

• 
• HMIS data suggest that public system usage comparing intake 

to 12-month assessment and 3-month assessment data show 
no change in average per participant use of the justice/legal 
system, however there was an increase in days and times 
hospitalized, EMS and ER use.  Note that the small sample 
size limits reliability of this data (6 HMIS records available at 3 
months, 4 records at 12 months).

• 
• At 3-month assessments,
• 33.3% (2) participants reported involvement with the health 

system in the past 3 months. 
• None reported involvement police or the legal system in past 

3 months. 
• Health and justice involvement rates reported over the 12 

months prior to intake compared to rates over the past 3 
months prior to 12-month assessment suggest legal system 
involvement remained the same at 0% and health system 
involvement remained the same at 33.3%.

• At 12-month assessments,
• 50% (2) reported involvement with the health system in the 

past 3 months.
• None reported involvement police or the legal system in past 

3 months. 
• Health and justice involvement rates reported over the 12 

months prior to intake compared to rates over the past 3 
months prior to 12-month assessment suggest legal system 
involvement remained the same at 0% and health system 
involvement went down from 50% to 0%.

3�3�3
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Positive Re-
lationships 

85% of participants will show 
increasing and ongoing inter-
actions with family and other 
positive supports.

• )DPLO\�UHXQL¿FDWLRQ�RU�UHODWLRQVKLS�EXLOGLQJ�ZDV�UHSRUWHG�WR�EH�
improved in all but one of the interviews with youth (94.4%). 
All reported receiving supports to build natural supports and 
DႈUPHG�WKH\�KDYH�REWDLQHG�VXSSRUWV�WR�FRQQHFW�WR�FRPPXQLW\�
and mainstream resources. 

• 
• 7KH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�NHSW�DFWLYH�FDVH�QRWHV�RQ�PDMRU�HYHQWV�DQG�

interaction with former participants in Sharevision. They were 
able to report on current levels of supports provided to the 
11 participants in the sample. While about half (54.5%) were 
receiving a low level of support, the other half was in weekly 
��������RU�PRQWKO\��������FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ��

• 
• The level of engagement in alumnae events was also reported 

for the 11 participants at varying levels. All had some level of 
HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ�DQG�RU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�DOXP-
nae events, such as Recreation Nights, Ranch Day, Christmas 
Dinners, etc. 

3�3�3

Connec-
tions to 
Community 

Participants will also show an 
increase in knowledge of and 
access to positive community, 
including: regular checkups 
with doctor/dentist, access to 
recreational opportunities, school 
attendance, etc.

• As above.  
• 
• In addition, of 6 HMIS records available for youth at 3 months 

in the program, there were 23 service referrals reported for 
the 6 participants, an average of 3.8 per participant primarily 
FRQFHUQLQJ�KHDOWK�VHUYLFHV��FRXQVHOOLQJ��KRVSLWDO��¿QDQFLDO��
addictions and legal services. 

• 
• At 12 months, there were 13 service referrals reported in 

HMIS for the 4 participants, an average of 3.3 per participant 
primarily concerning health services and counselling, followed 
by education, taxes, and hospital services.

3�3�3

Employ-
ment & 
Education 

75% of youth engaged in the 
program will go on to employ-
ment and/or education.

• All 6 participants with HMIS records were engaged in full-time 
education at the 3-month assessment. Of the 6 participants, 5 
had part-time employment and one had no income. 

• At 12-months, of the 4 records in HMIS, all were engaged in 
full-time education. All 4 participants had employment. Em-
ployment rates remained the same at intake and 12 months 
with all participants reporting part-time or full-time employment 
at 75% and 25% respectively.

• Looking at program administration data from 2009-2015, 
63.3% of 11 former participants graduated high school, 63.3% 
were pursuing post-secondary/trade and one was in high 
school. Two participants were not actively addressing educa-
tional goals and had not graduated high school (18.1%).  In 
terms of current employment status, all but two program grad-
uates (81.8%) were employed either part- or full-time. 

• All 5 current residents were employed and pursuing educa-
tional goals actively. 

3�3�3
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Recommendations
Key learnings from this evaluation enhance the existing, and relatively scarce, Canadian evidence-base for promising 
DSSURDFKHV�WR�HQG�\RXWK�KRPHOHVVQHVV��SDUWLFXODUO\�KLJKOLJKWLQJ�KRXVLQJ�DQG�VXSSRUWV�RSWLRQV�QHHGHG�WR�DVVLVW�D�VSHFL¿F�
group of female youth with complex needs. A number of recommendations relevant for the operating agency, funders, and 
UHVHDUFKHUV�DUH�RXWOLQHG�EHORZ��)RU�HDFK�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ��WKH�OHYHO�LW�LV�PRVW�UHOHYDQW�WR�LV�LGHQWL¿HG��

Recommendations Summarized 

Recommendation BGCC Funders Re-
search-
ers

1. Enhance funding levels and diversify sources to support Haven’s Way pro-
gram operations.

3 3

2. Explore program expansion and adaptability to other populations and com-
munities.

3 3 3

3. Articulate the program model and operational details to facilitate knowledge 
translation. 

3

4. Contribute to the body of knowledge on youth homelessness through target-
ed knowledge mobilization activities.

3 3

5. Ensure adequate resources are in place to support participants in transition 
and as alumnae.

3 3

6. Explore potential expansion of peer supports in the response to youth 
homelessness. 

3 3 3

���(QKDQFH�VXSSRUW�DQG�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�FXUUHQW�DQG�SDVW�SURJUDP�VWDႇ� 3 3

���5HYLHZ�FXUUHQW�VWDႈQJ�PRGHO�WR�HQVXUH�DSSURSULDWH�OHYHOV�RI�VXSSRUW�DUH�LQ�
place. 

3 3

9. Explore means of increasing the representation of Indigenous and 
LGBTQ2S+ youth in the program and continue to enhance cultural competency 
in these areas. 

3 3

10. Incorporate a consistent acuity assessment tool at intake, exit and regular 
intervals during service.

3 3 3

11. Review data collection and performance management practices to support 
continuous improvement. 

3 3 3
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Recommendations in Detail

 
1. Enhance funding levels and diversify sources to support program 
operations.
Though the program has had access to ongoing sources of 
funding from private donations for operations since 2000, 
it continues to rely on annual fundraising by the BGCC 
and the Safe Haven Foundation. As with any fundraising, 
VXFFHVV�LV�LQÀXHQFHG�E\�HEEV�DQG�ÀRZ�LQ�WKH�HFRQRP\��
impacting long-term sustainability. The Foundation has been 
raising funds for an endowment fund to support the program 
long-term through the Calgary Foundation, though its goal is 
only partially met at this time.

To date, government funds for operations have been limited 
to a one-year agreement in 2014/15 without ongoing com-
PLWPHQWV��7KH�UHVXOWV�RI�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�FRQ¿UP�WKDW�WKH�SUR-
YLQFLDO�LQYHVWPHQW�LV�ZDUUDQWHG��WKH�SURJUDP�LV�DQ�HႇHFWLYH�
response to youth homelessness, with promise of replica-
bility in other systems and communities. If government is in 
a positon to fund such an approach beyond the one-year 
commitment, this evaluation would strongly support ongo-
ing investment. The program presents a relatively low cost, 
high-return investment with additional complementary sourc-
es of funds already in place and a proven track-record. 
Current funds come directly from Alberta Human Services, 
as opposed to the OSSI funding stream through which other 
\RXWK�KRPHOHVVQHVV�LQLWLDWLYHV�ÀRZ�YLD�WKH�&DOJDU\�+RPH-
less Foundation (CHF). If funding is to continue longer-term, 
Alberta Human Services should consider whether the ongo-
ing contract stays with the Ministry or is managed through 
the Community-Based Organization. In such a case, the 
impact of moving the program into a coordinated entry mod-
el should be fully considered by key stakeholders (BGCC, 
Alberta Human Services, Safe Haven Foundation, CHF). 

BGCC should continue to advocate for ongoing funding from 
Alberta Human Services, and explore additional potential 
government sources to complement private donors and 
diversity sources. Additional possibilities that arose during 
the evaluation included Alberta Health (with a focus on men-
tal health), Calgary Homeless Foundation, Homelessness 
Partnering Strategy and more generally from the Canada 
Families, Children and Social Development Ministry. A new 
direction at the federal level, alongside added visibility to the 
issue of youth homelessness from A Way Home campaign 
could open new federal funding streams aligned with the 
program model that BGCC can pursue to enhance current 
operations and future sustainability. 

2. Explore program expansion and adaptability to other populations 
and communities. 
7KH�UHVXOWV�RI�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�FRQ¿UP�WKH�HႇHFWLYHQHVV�RI�
the program model; the expansion of the current program 
should be explored by BGCCC and its funders to reach 
more youth, pending adherence to program essentials 

is maintained. The availability of funding for capital and 
operations would impact whether BGCC can take on such 
expansion, particularly given the importance of the housing 
form to program operations. 

Exploring the adaptability of the program to other popula-
tions is strongly recommended to the agency and funders, 
particularly for young males and youth with child intervention 
status. The adaptability of the program to sub-populations 
of youth, namely, Indigenous and LGBTQ2S+ youth should 
also be considered further, particularly in light of youth’s 
mixed perspectives on the issue.  Future research, program 
development and evaluation can explore how key elements 
of the model can be adapted to such subpopulations, partic-
ularly in light of adaptations of the model already underway 
(i.e., Home Fire and Aura through BGCC). 

The learnings of the program and its essentials have 
potential for replicability in both urban and rural contexts, 
which merit consideration. Further, potential learnings could 
be discerned from comparing the model with prevailing 
approaches in justice, child intervention, homelessness, and 
mental health housing models for youth to incite potential 
change in these systems or accommodate the approach 
among existing service options.

It is unclear whether the program model is adaptable to 
youth with active addictions. Harm reduction models for 
\RXWK�ZRXOG�UHTXLUH�D�YHU\�GLႇHUHQW�DSSURDFK�JLYHQ�FXUUHQW�
VWDႈQJ�OHYHOV�DQG�WKH�IRFXV�RQ�HGXFDWLRQ��VXFK�RSWLRQV�PHU-
it further exploration nonetheless as part of a comprehensive 
housing and support system serving youth. 

3. Articulate the program model and operational details to facilitate 
knowledge translation. 
The program has considerable materials already in place to 
JXLGH�RSHUDWLRQV��\HW�WKH�FXUUHQW�SURJUDP�PDQXDO�VSHFL¿F�WR�
+DYHQ¶V�:D\�FRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�VRPH�IXUWKHU�GHYHORSPHQW��
The program manual could be revised to enable other agen-
cies to adapt current operations, procedures, forms, etc. to 
their implementation more akin to a toolkit. 
Developing such a toolkit/manual may be a labor-inten-
VLYH�LQLWLDWLYH��\HW�KDV�WZR�NH\�EHQH¿WV��¿UVWO\��LW�FDQ�DVVLVW�
program sustainability by documenting the details of the 
DSSURDFK�IRU�QHZ�VWDႇ�WR�HQVXUH�FRQWLQXLW\�DQG�¿GHOLW\��6HF-
ondly, it can facilitate replicability of the program for those 
seeking to adapt it to other groups or communities. Already, 
WKH�SURJUDP�LV�¿HOGLQJ�VLWH�YLVLWV�IURP�DJHQFLHV�LQWHUHVWHG�
in the model, a one-stop resource may assist in knowledge 
translation, particularly as the program gains more attention 
as a best practice.  With a relatively minimal investment, 
there could be potential in advancing the model nationally 
with support from the Canadian Observatory on Homeless-
ness and A Way Home given their focus on disseminating 
best practices on youth homelessness. 
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4. Contribute to the body of knowledge on youth homelessness 
through targeted knowledge mobilization activities.
,Q�OLJKW�RI�HႇRUWV�DFURVV�&DQDGD�WR�DGGUHVV�\RXWK�KRPH-
lessness underway, the program has excellent potential for 
adaptation in other communities. However, such knowledge 
translation has its costs. As aforementioned, the program 
could pursue the development of a toolkit or complementary 
resources to the Canadian Observatory on Homelessness’s 
Foyer Toolkit to contribute to the growing body of knowledge 
on supportive housing models for youth. 

7KH�SURJUDP�VKRXOG�DOVR�HQVXUH�DGHTXDWH�VWDႇ�WLPH�LV�
accounted for to manage requests for information from other 
agencies and that program tours do not become a burden to 
\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�OLYLQJ�DW�WKH�KRXVH��7KH�SURJUDP�FDQ�GHYHORS�
resources that incorporate virtual tours and pictures of the 
KRXVH�\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�LQWHUYLHZV�WR�PDQDJH�WKH�GHPDQG�
RQ�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�WR�IDFLOLWDWH�WRXUV�RI�WKHLU�KRPH�WR�VRPH�
extent. This could also be an opportunity to involve current 
and past youth participants in developing such materials for 
knowledge mobilization. Webinars on program learnings can 
also be developed to make the information available widely, 
with minimal impact on house operations. 
It is further valuable to engage in knowledge mobilization 
HႇRUWV�WKURXJK�WKH�/HDUQLQJ�&RPPXQLW\�DQG�&DQDGLDQ�
$OOLDQFH�WR�(QG�+RPHOHVVQHVV��\HW�VXFK�HႇRUWV�SUHVHQW�D�
human resource and travel cost to the agency. The program 
should ensure adequate resources are in place to support 
such activities and consider how youth participants can 
become actively engaged in such opportunities. 
3URJUDP�VWDႇ�QRWHG�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�DOVR�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�WKH�SUR-
gram to contribute to and learn from other BGCC program 
areas through enhanced knowledge sharing activities within 
WKH�DJHQF\��SDUWLFXODUO\�IRU�IURQWOLQH�VWDႇ��6XFK�FURVV�SUR-
gram learning could help the program evolve as the agency 
continues to expand innovative programming in the areas of 
,QGLJHQRXV�DQG�/*%74�6��\RXWK�VSHFL¿FDOO\��

5. Ensure adequate resources are in place to support participants in 
transition and as alumnae.
Transition supports are noted as an essential element of 
program success, yet youth also recommend additional work 
in program design be considered to facilitate a more gradual 
transition. Some youth recommended scaling back supports 
even further before move-out to simulate living outside of the 
house. These shifts in approach would need to be applied 
on an individual level based on youth needs.

A key program strength comes from the availability of pro-
JUDP�VWDႇ��SDUWLFXODUO\�WKH�&RRUGLQDWRU�DQG�+RXVH�3DUHQW��WR�
provide supports for former program participants – who are 
in fact still receiving services beyond exit from the house. 
7KH�VWDႇ�UHSRUWHG�KDYLQJ�ZHHNO\�RU�EL�ZHHNO\�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�DW�
OHDVW�¿YH�\RXWK�JUDGXDWHV�DQG�DQRWKHU�VL[�WR�D�OHVVHU�H[WHQW��
7KLV�RI�FRXUVH��FDQ�LQFUHDVH�WKH�FDVHORDG�VLJQL¿FDQWO\��SDU-
ticularly in times of crisis. 

This practice should be clearly articulated and monitored to 
ensure adequate service is available to program alumnae 
living in scattered-side placements. Case planning with 
such participants can also continue in a formalized manner, 
following the program’s approach and philosophy in a scat-
tered-site housing context. The program has access to some 
limited funds for recreation activities, but it could consider 
whether a small pool of funds could be formally in place to 
complement the case management provided (utility, rent 
arrears, food, etc.) for alumnae. 

Again, the impact of such a caseload should be monitored 
as the body of potential alumnae participants continues to 
JURZ�ZLWK�PRUH�DQG�PRUH�SURJUDP�JUDGXDWHV��6WDႇ�PD\�
IXUWKHU�EHQH¿W�IURP�HQKDQFLQJ�WKHLU�VNLOO�VHW�WR�VXSSRUW�D�
GLႇHUHQW�W\SH�RI�SDUWLFLSDQW�±�ZLWK�QHHGV�WKDW�DUH�OLNHO\�GLႇHU-
ent from those of program residents. This could include, for 
instance, better understanding of housing location practices 
common to intensive case management approaches in BG-
&&¶V�+RXVLQJ�)LUVW�VWUHDP��,Q¿QLW\���

6. Explore means of increasing the representation of Indigenous 
and LGTBTQ youth in the program and continue to enhance cultural 
competency in these areas. 
Though described as very open to diversity and non-dis-
criminatory, the program has a relatively low proportion of 
Indigenous and LGBTQ2S+ youth, considering the high 
prevalence of both among vulnerable youth. No consistent 
RU�GH¿QLWLYH�H[SODQDWLRQ�ZDV�SURYLGHG�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�WKLV�
under-representation, and further work may be needed to 
explore potential access barriers for these groups. Both 
\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�QRWHG�WKDW�DGGLWLRQDO�WUDLQLQJ�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�
decolonization, intergenerational trauma and mental health, 
DQG�LVVXHV�IDFHG�E\�/*%74�6��\RXWK�FRXOG�EHQH¿W�WKH�
SURJUDP��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��LQFUHDVLQJ�VWDႇ�RI�GLYHUVH�EDFNJURXQGV�
was recommended along with a review of the current intake 
process to ensure screening was not exclusionary. 

The program can consider undertaking a self-assessment to 
gauge potential areas of improvement at intake and refer-
ral, service provision and transition stages with respect to 
GLYHUVLW\��$OUHDG\��\RXWK�DQG�VWDႇ�QRWH�DGGLWLRQDO�ZRUN�FRXOG�
be done on applying an LGBTQ2S+ lens to the program to 
ensure heteronormative standards are challenged in every-
day discourse and practice. The program should have clarity 
with respect to its policy on MTF and FTM youth, as well as 
SRWHQWLDO�VWDႇ��

Another suggestion made proposed leveraging other BGCC 
VWDႇ�ZLWK�GLYHUVH�EDFNJURXQG�WR�KHOS�WKH�SURJUDP�HYROYH�LQ�
these areas by applying an Indigenous, LGBTQ2S+, and 
newcomer lens to current operations. 

7. Enhance support and recognition of current and past program 
staff.
7KH�SURJUDP�UHOLHV�RQ�D�FRUH�RI�FRPPLWWHG�VWDႇ��ZKRVH�VHOI�
care is essential to youth wellbeing and program success. 
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As such, BGCC is encouraged to continue exploring means 
WR�IRVWHULQJ�VWDႇ�UHWHQWLRQ�DQG�PLWLJDWLQJ�WXUQRYHU��7KLV�
LQFOXGHV�VXSSRUW�IRU�UHVSLWH�DQG�VHOI�FDUH��DGYRFDF\�IRU�VWDႇ�
and youth at the management levels, training and compen-
sation.

7KH�)RXQGDWLRQ�FDQ�DOVR�FRQVLGHU�UHFRJQL]LQJ�IRUPHU�VWDႇ�
DPRQJ�LWV�+DYHQV�$QJHOV�DQG�PDNH�FRQWLQXHG�HႇRUWV�WR�
include them as part of its growing alumnae community. Al-
UHDG\��D�FXUUHQW�VWDႇ�LV�UHFHLYHG�D�+DYHQ¶V�$QJHOV�MDFNHW�±�D�
¿UVW�IRU�WKH�SURJUDP��7KLV�FRXOG�EH�H[WHQGHG�WR�IRUPHU�VWDႇ�
as well as they continue to play essential roles in the pro-
gram as informal mentors for past and current participants, 
JRLQJ�DERYH�DQG�EH\RQG�WKHLU�IRUPDO�UROHV��2ႈFLDO�YDOLGDWLRQ�
of this contribution would foster the sense of community the 
program aims to instill among graduates even further, and 
FDQ�VWUHQJWKHQ�ERQGV�DPRQJ�VWDႇ�DQG�\RXWK�SDUWLFLSDQWV�
outside of formal program boundaries. 

���5HYLHZ�FXUUHQW�VWDI¿QJ�PRGHO�WR�HQVXUH�DSSURSULDWH�OHYHOV�RI�
support are in place. 
Ensuring funding is in place to provide compensation com-
mensurate to sector and agency levels, as well as hours 
worked is recommended. Safe Haven Foundation and 
other funders should consider investing in the program in a 
manner that ensures wages are minimally on par with cost 
of living increases.
6SHFL¿FDOO\��LW�LV�UHFRPPHQGHG�WKDW�%*&&�UHYLHZ�KRXUV�
worked and caseloads for the House Parent role and con-
sider whether this position can become full-time to accom-
modate the growing body of program graduates accessing 
supports. The position provides supports on a full-time 
EDVLV��WKRXJK�LW�LV�FXUUHQWO\�FODVVL¿HG�DV�D�SDUW�WLPH�SRVLWLRQ��

9. Explore potential expansion of peer supports in the response to 
youth homelessness. 
BGCC is already in the process of exploring the role of peer 
support across program areas; as noted in the evaluation, 
Haven’s Way pool of alumnae are contributing as peer 
mentors to youth within the program and more recently to 
youth seeking supportive roommates. There is considerable 
potential for expanding a peer-led approach to housing 
where matching peer mentors with vulnerable youth can be 
encouraged and supported. 
To this end, BGCC will have to secure necessary resources 
±�ERWK�¿QDQFLDO�DQG�VWDႈQJ�±�WR�VXSSRUW�VXFK�DUUDQJHPHQWV��
6WDႇ�DOUHDG\�PHGLDWH�DQG�FRDFK�SHHU�\RXWK�PDWFKHV�LQ�
community, yet this is done informally at this time. If funding 
where secured, BGCC can develop the approach further 
ZLWK�GHGLFDWHG�VWDႈQJ�DQG�VRPH�¿QDQFLDO�VXSSRUWV�PLUURULQJ�
the recreation and community inclusion fund managed by 
the Safe Haven Foundation, along with community-building 
HႇRUWV�OLNH�WKRVH�XQGHUWDNHQ�E\�+DYHQ¶V�:D\�DOXPQDH��

10. Incorporate a consistent acuity assessment tool at intake, exit 
and regular intervals during service.
Though other BGCC programs use acuity assessments, 
such tools are not in use at this time at Haven’s Way. 

0DQDJHPHQW�DQG�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�VKRXOG�H[SORUH�DYDLODEOH�
assessments and adopt one for the program to ensure com-
parability with other programs. This would ensure consisten-
cy in acuity assessment within the agency, as well as with 
the broader service system to facilitate appropriate program 
matches and referrals. This can also help the program artic-
ulate the acuity levels of youth in relation to other programs, 
ZKLOH�KHOSLQJ�VWDႇ�DVVHVV�SURJUHVV�DW�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW�OHYHOV�
longitudinally and adjust responses accordingly.

11. Review data collection and performance management practices 
to support continuous improvement. 
The program has amassed considerable data throughout 
WKH�FRXUVH�RI�LWV����\HDUV�RI�RSHUDWLRQ��\HW��WKLV�ZDV�LWV�¿UVW�
comprehensive evaluation since BGCC took on operations. 
7KH�SURJUDP�ZRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�SUHGLFWDEOH�F\FOHV�RI�HYDO-
XDWLRQ��LQWHUQDOO\�DQG�RU�H[WHUQDOO\�OHG��&XUUHQWO\��VWDႇ�GRHV�
not have access to metrics to gauge performance against 
similar programs, nor were they able to report on perfor-
mance trends longitudinally despite having data on-hand 
upon which to base such analysis.

7KH�SURJUDP�KDV�GDWD�IURP�+0,6��6KDUHYLVLRQ��FDVH�¿OHV�
and additional administrative sources in Excel spreadsheets. 
In fact, the level of documentation was substantial and some 
FDVH�¿OHV�ZHUH�RYHU�����SDJHV�ORQJ��%\�FRQWUDVW��WKH�+0,6�
data available was only representative of a small sample of 
youth. Similarly, the Sharevision data’s accuracy is of note 
DQG�FDQ�OHDG�WR�D�PLVUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�VWDႇ�HႇRUW�DQG�SDUWLF-
ipant progress. These accuracy issues should be reviewed 
and resolved internally and with CHF in the case of HMIS. 
The lack of one consolidated source of data or master-list of 
participants is also of note, impacting the program’s capac-
ity to report on numbers served and impact, but also risks 
losing track of potential members of a growing alumnae 
community. 

The limited analysis using data collected can limit the 
feedback loop that pushes performance from a quantitative 
SHUVSHFWLYH��:KLOH�VWDႇ�DUH�LQGHHG�VHOI�UHÀHFWLYH�LQ�WKHLU�
practice and constantly strive for improvement, this process 
FRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�FRPSOHPHQWDU\�SHUIRUPDQFH�DQDO\VLV�
leveraging data already collected. 

7R�WKLV�HQG��LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�IRU�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�VWDႇ�WR�
consider current data systems in use and ensure the right 
information is available for continuous improvement in a 
PDQQHU�WKDW�PDNHV�VHQVH�WR�VWDႇ��UDWKHU�WKDQ�DGGLQJ�WR�WKHLU�
reporting burden. A thorough review of current data collec-
tion and analysis practices to ensure the right information is 
available to undertake consistent performance management 
LV�UHFRPPHQGHG��6WDႇ�VHH�WKH�YDOXH�RI�GDWD�WR�FRPSOHPHQW�
DQHFGRWHV��DQG�ZRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�DQ�HPEHGGHG�HYDOXDWLRQ�
approach that was consistently applied in operations rather 
WKDQ�D�RQH�WLPH�HႇRUW�
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Appendix 1 - Program 
Staff Interviews
The draft questions presented below will be used as a guide 
WR�DVVLVW�WKH�SURJUDP�LQ�SUHSDULQJ�IRU�WKH�VLWH�YLVLW�DQG�VWDႇ�
interviews. As further conversations with the two programs 
and funders ensue, these will be culled to ensure most rel-
evance to the particular pilot. These questions were devel-
oped using the Foyer Toolkit (Gaetz & Scott, 2012b) as well 
as survey instruments developed in an Australian Housing 
and Urban Research Institute’s Foyer evaluation project 
(Randolph, Pang,  & Wood, 2001).

Basic Program Design
• +RZ�ZRXOG�\RX�GH¿QH�\RXU�SURJUDP�W\SH��WDUJHW�SRSX-

lation and role in the broader homeless serving system?
• What are your program’s eligibility criteria? 
• How does your program prioritize access for your target 

population? 
• What mix of program participants do you want in the 

Foyer, and how does your intake process address this? 
• Do you target the Foyer (or some units) to sub-popula-

tions (Indigenous, those existing corrections, etc.)?
• What are primary sources of referral into your program?  

Service Model
• In what ways does your organization support (or not) 

program participant-driven, case management?
• How is your program aligned to Housing First? 
• Do you integrate a Harm Reduction approach, and if so, 

what will this look like?
• In what ways do you see the program to be aligned with 

the Foyer model? What does the Foyer model mean 
from your perspective?

• What kinds of boundaries will your organization place 
on program participant choice?

• How do you nurture mental health through your pro-
gram’s philosophy and service delivery model?

• How does the program incorporate a family reconnec-
tion orientation?

• How does your program ensure that services are cultur-
ally sensitive to meet the needs of Indigenous people, 
immigrants, LGBTQ2S? 

• How does the program support and measure participant 
success?

6WDႈQJ
• If you focus on subpopulations, how does this impact on 

\RXU�VWDႈQJ�PRGHO"
• +RZ�GR�\RX�HQVXUH�WKDW�VWDႇ�UHPDLQ�IDLWKIXO���GHGLFDWHG�

to the principles of the Foyer?
• :KDW�TXDOL¿FDWLRQV��WUDLQLQJ�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORS-

PHQW�DQG�VWDႇ�VXSSRUW�GRHV�WKH�SURJUDP�KDYH�LQ�SODFH�
to ensure a safe and caring environment?

Long Term Housing Stability 
• What are your program’s exit and graduation processes 

and criteria?  
• Will young people who leave the Foyer be able to return 

if things do not work out? What is done to support 
young people in such circumstances?

• What will be your ‘Plan B’ for youth who do not thrive in 
the Foyer?

• How does the program work to ensure aftercare is pro-
vided to maintain long term housing stability?

Integrated Approach
• How does the model assist with community engage-

ment, building healthy social relationships, and involve-
ment in education, training and / or employment?

• For young people who have exited child protection, 
corrections or mental health inpatient care, how does 
the program provide a safe and supportive social envi-
ronment?

• Working with schools and school boards can be chal-
lenging, and there may be some level of resistance. 
How does the program approach this?

• How does the program ensure that young people re-
ceive the proper supports for mental health and learning 
disabilities? 

Place-Based vs. Scattered Site Model
• A place-based model carries with it capital and opera-

tional cost considerations. How are these being met?
• Tell me about the facility used in the model; how does it 

PHHW�\RXQJ�SHRSOH¶V�QHHGV��URRP�FRQ¿JXUDWLRQ��FRP-
mon areas, space for service provision)?

• Are there services provided elsewhere from the housing 
for participants? How is this delivered? Is the location 
appropriate/accessible? 

• Are the needs of sub-populations met through the cur-
rent accommodation and support?

• A scattered site model has its strengths. In going down 
that road, how do you address:

- system of roving supports, and 24 hour on call care
��DGHTXDWH�DQG�DႇRUGDEOH�VXSSO\�RI�UHQWDO�KRXVLQJ
- recruiting, negotiating and supporting landlords
- eviction so that young people do not return to home-
lessness

5HÀHFWLRQ 
• What changes have been made in program delivery 

over the course of implementation? 
• What have been your greatest learning over the course 

of implementation?
• What would you consider to be priority changes to 

increase the impact of the current program?
• Tell me about key moments over the course of the year 

that illustrate success for the program. 
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Appendix 2 - Program 
Participant Questions & 
Consent Form 
Current Participants 

• Age, Gender, Pseudonym
• Date of intake into program
• Date of move-in
• Date of interview
• How did you hear about the program? Who referred 

you?
• What were the things that attracted you to the program?
• What are your main expectations of being in the pro-

gram – what do you hope to get out of being here?
• Tell me about your economic and housing situation prior 

to the program. How about now?
• Is there an action plan (set goals you want to work 

on) that you have in place as part of the program? 
Thinking about the action plan– do you think it will help 
you achieve the goals you want to achieve before you 
leave?

• What do you feel about the level of support you have 
received since coming to the program? What type of 
supports do you receive? 

• What do you think about the housing you have at the 
program? Do you think the accommodation charges/
UHQW�LV�DႇRUGDEOH�IRU�\RX"�

• And what do you think about the other services avail-
able to you? 

• Overall, what do you think are the good things about the 
program? 

• And what do you think are the bad things about the 
program? 

• When are you expecting to leave the program? 
• Have you got any plans for what you want to do when 

you leave? 
• Have you any other thoughts or comments you would 

like to add about the program and your time here so 
far?

Longer Term Participants/ Past Participants 

• Age, Gender, Pseudonym 
• Date of intake into program
• Date of move-in/move-out
• Date of interview
• Current economic and housing situation 
• Has living at the program been a generally positive 

experience for you? If yes, in what ways? If no, in what 
ways?

• Overall, what have been the one best thing about the 
program for you?  And overall, what have been the one 
worst things for you?

• Thinking about your expectations of the program when 
\RX�¿UVW�VWDUWHG�DUULYHG��GR�\RX�WKLQN�WKHVH�H[SHFWDWLRQV�
have been met? If yes, in what ways? If no, in what 
ways?

• Now thinking about your initial goals you set yourself 
when you arrived, do you think these goals have been 
achieved? Which goals have you achieved? Which 
goals have you not achieved? 

• The overall aims of the program are to provide skills in 
achieving independence in the following key areas: List 
DV�SHU�VSHFL¿F�SURJUDP�REMHFWLYHV��

- How would you rank these three aims in terms of 
their importance to you while living at (Nova/scattered 
site)?
��:KLFK�IHDWXUH�RI�WKH�SURJUDP�GLG�\RX�¿QG�PRVW�XVH-
IXO"�$QG�ZKLFK�SDUW�GLG�\RX�¿QG�OHDVW�XVHIXO"�

• Do you think the following are appropriate? 
- the length of stay
- graduation process
- accommodations (housing)
- the age range 
- type of program participant selected
- program rules and procedures
- the action plan  
- rents charges 
- the housing model used  
(congregate vs. scattered site)

• Have your expectations about what you can achieve 
personally in life changed as a result of being in the 
program? If yes, in what ways?  If no, why do you think 
nothing much has changed for you? 

• What do you think would have happened to you if you 
had not been part of the program? 

• How much longer do you think you will stay at the 
program? 

• What are your plans for the future when you leave the 
program? 

• Would you suggest any changes to the way program is 
run, organized? 

• Tell me how the program work with corrections, chid in-
tervention, and health, etc. to help address your needs?

• How does the program do in relation to meeting the 
needs of young people with more complex needs? 
What about meeting the needs of Indigenous people or 
LGBTQ2S youth?

• 2YHUDOO��GR�VHH�WKH�PRGHO�WR�EH�HႇHFWLYH�LQ�PHHWLQJ�
the needs of young people as these pertain to housing, 
employment, education, social inclusion and transitions 
to adulthood

• Can you suggest any improvements? 
• Would you support the program idea for replication in 

other areas? 
• Have you any other thoughts or comments you would 

like to add about the program and your
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Youth Interview Consent Forms

 
A copy of this consent form will be given to the participant 
for his/her records. 

Interviewee Code/Pseudonym: ________________ 

Project Title: Haven’s Way Foyer Evaluation

Funders: Alberta Human Services, Boys and Girls Club of 
Calgary 

This consent form, a copy of which has been given to you, 
is only part of the process of informed consent.  If you want 
more details about something mentioned here, or informa-
tion not included here, you should feel free to ask.  Please 
take the time to read this carefully and to understand any 
accompanying information.

Purpose

The purpose of this evaluation is to shed light on the expe-
riences of youth participating in the Haven’s Way program. I 
am interested in your understanding of the program, how it 
impacted your life, and your thoughts on the approach. 

Participation in this evaluation is voluntary.

&RQ¿GHQWLDOLW\�

Please know that we will have to share what you tell us in 
the following circumstances: 
If you disclose information about plans to harm yourself or 
others, information concerning any unknown emotional, 
physical or sexual abuse of children, or information about 
any other criminal activities not already known to authorities. 
In these cases, the evaluator is required to report this infor-
mation to the appropriate authorities.

What Will I Be Asked To Do?
 
Participate in a one-on-one interview that will be between 
1-2 hours. 

Give the evaluator permission if you so wish to review your 
FDVH�¿OH�WR�DVVHVV�SURJUDP�LPSDFW��

Notes will be taken during the interview to aid in analysis.  

What Type of Personal Information Will Be Collected?
 
No personal identifying information will be collected, howev-
er, given the small number of participants in the program – it 
LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�VWDႇ�DQG�RWKHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�ZLOO�NQRZ�DERXW�\RXU�
participation in this process.

$EVROXWH�DQRQ\PLW\�DQG�FRQ¿GHQWLDOLW\�FDQQRW�EH�JXDUDQ-
teed. This is because the evaluator does not have the ability 
to fully control what is said by individuals outside of the 
group or interview.  

$UH�WKHUH�5LVNV�RU�%HQH¿WV�LI�,�3DUWLFLSDWH"�

The evaluator does not see any foreseeable risk to your 
participation in the research.  The services you receive will 
not be impacted in the immediate term. 

The evaluator will provide recommendation to the funders of 
the program, which may impact the program in the long term 
however. 
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What Happens to the Information I Provide?

7KH�LQWHUYLHZ�ZLOO�UHPDLQ�FRQ¿GHQWLDO�DQG�QDPHV�ZLOO�QRW�EH�XVHG�LQ�WKH�¿QDO�UHSRUW��

The information you share with us will be summarized for presentations or publications that result from the research project. 

Quotes and stories may be used but will be done anonymously or with pseudonyms. You can choose your pseudonym, or 
one may be chosen for you.

7KH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�\RX�SURYLGH�ZLOO�EH�LQFRUSRUDWHG�LQWR�D�¿QDO�UHSRUW�WR�WKH�IXQGHUV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��,W�PD\�DOVR�UHVXOW�LQ�D�UHSRUW�
to agencies, academic journals, media releases, conference presentations, and serve as a basis for future research for the 
evaluator.  

You are free to discontinue participation at any time during the study.  If you choose to withdraw from the study, the data 
collected until the point of your withdrawal will be destroyed.  No one except the researcher will be allowed to hear any of 
the recorded material.  

5DZ�GDWD�ZLOO�EH�VWRUHG�LQ�D�ORFNHG�FDELQHW�LQ�WKH�HYDOXDWRU¶V�RႈFH�IRU���\HDUV�DQG�WKHQ�GHVWUR\HG���

<RX�FDQ�DVN�WR�REWDLQ�QRWHV�IURP�WKH�LQWHUYLHZ�VKRXOG�\RX�ZLVK�WR�DSSURYH�RI�WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�EHIRUH�WKH�¿QDO�UHSRUW�LV�
written. 

<RX�KDYH�WKH�RSWLRQ�WR�KDYH�D�FRS\�RI�WKH�¿QDO�UHSRUW�VHQW�WR�\RX��<RX�PXVW�SURYLGH�WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�ZLWK�\RXU�HPDLO�RU�PDLO�
information to send the report to you.  

Do you understand what we went through?    

'R�\RX�JUDQW�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�\RXU�FDVH�¿OH�WR�EH�UHYLHZHG"�

Do you grant permission to be quoted?     

What pseudonym do you choose for yourself?   

A pseudonym may be chosen for me by the researcher.   

:RXOG�\RX�OLNH�D�FRS\�RI�WKH�¿QDO�VWXG\�UHSRUW�VHQW�WR�\RX"� �

Contact information: _______________________________________________________________

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
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Signatures (written consent)

Your signature on this form indicates that you 1) understand to your satisfaction the information provided to you about your 
participation in this research project, and 2) agree to participate as a research subject.

In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal 
and professional responsibilities.  You are free to withdraw from this research project at any time. You should feel free to ask 
IRU�FODUL¿FDWLRQ�RU�QHZ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKURXJKRXW�\RXU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��

Participant’s Name:  (please print) ____________________________________________

Participant’s Signature _________________________________ Date: _________

Evaluator’s Name: (please print) _____________________________________________

Evaluator’s Signature: _________________________________ Date: _________

Honorarium

:H�UHFRJQL]H�WKH�YDOXH�RI�\RXU�WLPH��DQG�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�RႇHU�\RX�D�����KRQRUDULXP�IRU�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ��

Please sign below acknowledging receipt of the $40 honorarium. 

Participant’s Signature _________________________________ Date: _________

Evaluator’s Signature: _________________________________ Date: _________

Questions/Concerns

,I�\RX�KDYH�DQ\�IXUWKHU�TXHVWLRQV�RU�ZDQW�FODUL¿FDWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�WKLV�UHVHDUFK�DQG�RU�\RXU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��SOHDVH�GR�QRW�KHVL-
tate to contact the evaluator: Alina Turner, 403.827.8722, turneralina@gmail.com.

If you have any concerns about the way you’ve been treated as a participant, please contact the funders of the evaluation:

David French, Manager, Homeless Supports Initiatives, Family Violence Prevention and Homeless Supports Division, Alber-
ta Human Services at 780.644.5156. 
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Appendix 3 - Key Stakeholder Questions & Con-
sent Form
• What role have you played in relation to the Havens Way program? 
• %ULHÀ\�GHVFULEH�WKH�SURJUDP�DV�\RX�VHH�LW��
• What do you consider the target group of the program to be?
• How are participants recruited, selected and assessed?
• Have you or your organization referred program participants? How was this handled?
• What processes are in place for your organization to work with the program?
• What do you think are the program’s objectives?
• Do you think the program is meeting these objectives? Please describe this further. 
• What approach does the program take to address the needs of young people? 
• Can you describe their service philosophy?
• How is the program contributing to housing stability for program participants long term?
• Are accommodations appropriate for the participants?
• What are the main services provided through the program?
• How are program discharges handled in the program? 
• How are program rules operationalized with respect to program participants?
• What are young people’s perspective on the program?
• What mechanism are employed by the program to ensure program participants have access to the diverse services 

they need to meet their needs?
• How are services tailored to meet the developmental needs of young people?
• How are program graduates supported to ensure long term stability? 
• How does the program work as part a broader service system? What role does it play?
• 7HOO�PH�DERXW�VSHFL¿F�FRQQHFWLRQ�WKH�SURJUDP�KDV�PDGH�WR�HQVXUH�SURJUDP�SDUWLFLSDQWV�UHGXFH�QHJDWLYH�LQWHUDFWLRQV�

with public systems, particularly corrections, chid intervention, and health?
• Do you think the length of stay in the program is appropriate? What about the intensity and type of services?
• How does the program do in relation to meeting the needs of more complex program participants? What about key 

sub-populations, like Indigenous people, LGBTQ2S for instance?
• Has your organization provided funding for the program?
• What has been your experience as a funder of the program in relation to its performance, service quality, and overall 

impact?
• 2YHUDOO��GR�VHH�WKH�PRGHO�WR�EH�HႇHFWLYH�LQ�PHHWLQJ�WKH�QHHGV�RI�\RXQJ�SHRSOH�DV�WKHVH�SHUWDLQ�WR�KRXVLQJ��HPSOR\-

ment, education, social inclusion and transitions to adulthood
• Do you have any comments regarding how the program could be improved based on your experience?
• What drawbacks would you identify for the program?
• What recommendations do you have for future pilots of this nature? 
• Any other thoughts you’d like to share?
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Key Stakeholder Interview Consent Forms

 A copy of this consent form will be given to the participant for his/her records. 

Interviewee Code/Pseudonym: ________________ 

Project Title: Havens Way Evaluation

Funders: Alberta Human Services, Boys and Girls Club of Calgary 

This consent form, a copy of which has been given to you, is only part of the process of informed consent.  If you want more 
details about something mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask.  Please take the time 
to read this carefully and to understand any accompanying information. 
 
Purpose

The purpose of this evaluation is to shed light on the experiences of youth participating in the Haven’s Way program. I am 
interested in your understanding of the program, how it impacted your life, and your thoughts on the approach. 

Participation in this evaluation is voluntary. 

What Will I Be Asked To Do? 

Your participation is completely voluntary and has nothing to do with your employment in this organization. No individual 
LQIRUPDWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�FROOHFWHG�DQG�\RXU�UHVSRQVHV�ZLOO�EH�UHSRUWHG�DQRQ\PRXVO\���<RXU�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�KDYLQJ�
participated in the evaluation however. 

What Type of Personal Information Will Be Collected?

We have prepared a brief summary of the questions that we would like to have further information about. A copy of these 
questions is attached.  We would like to have a telephone or in-person interview with you to go over your responses. This 
should take between 45-60 minutes and will be scheduled at your convenience. 

:H�GR�QRW�WDNH�\RXU�DQVZHUV�DV�UHSUHVHQWDWLYH�RI�\RXU�HPSOR\HU��RU�DV�DQ�RႈFLDO�VWDWHPHQW�UHJDUGLQJ�KRXVLQJ�DQG�KRXVLQJ�
policies in your region.  Rather, we understand that the information that you present is based on your knowledge of housing 
issues. No-one will be able to link your responses with the study results.  

No personal identifying information will be collected and all participants shall remain anonymous. We will report on aggre-
JDWH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�QRW�LGHQWLI\�DQ\�FRPPXQLW\�RU�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�LQ�WKH�VWXG\�¿QGLQJV��
 
$UH�WKHUH�5LVNV�RU�%HQH¿WV�LI�,�3DUWLFLSDWH"�

1R�SHUVRQDO�LGHQWLI\LQJ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�FROOHFWHG��KRZHYHU��JLYHQ�WKH�VPDOO�QXPEHU�RI�VWDႇ�SHUVRQV�LQYROYHG�LQ�WKH�SUR-
JUDP�±�LW�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�VWDႇ�DQG�RWKHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�ZLOO�NQRZ�DERXW�\RXU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�WKLV�SURFHVV�
$EVROXWH�DQRQ\PLW\�DQG�FRQ¿GHQWLDOLW\�FDQQRW�EH�JXDUDQWHHG��7KLV�LV�EHFDXVH�WKH�HYDOXDWRU�GRHV�QRW�KDYH�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�IXOO\�
control what is said by individuals outside of the group or interview.  

$�EHQH¿W�WR�\RX�DQG�RWKHUV�LQ�VLPLODU�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�ZLOO�EH�D�PRUH�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�ZKDW�FRQVWLWXWHV�DQ�
HႇHFWLYH�\RXWK�KRXVLQJ�SURJUDP��DQG�LI�WKLV�DSSURDFK�FDQ�EH�VXFFHVVIXOO\�XVHG�LQ�DGGUHVVLQJ�\RXWK�KRPHOHVVQHVV��
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What Happens to the Information I Provide? 

We will combine information from you with that of all respondents and report on the trends in the feedback we receive.  A 
report will be available and sent to you via email if you choose.  

Consent

Your verbal indication of your consent to participate indicates that you 1) understand to your satisfaction the information 
provided to you about your participation in this research project, and 2) agree to participate as a research subject. 
In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal 
and professional responsibilities.  You are free to withdraw from this research project at any time.  However, once you have 
provided information the researchers retain the rights to use the information provided prior to your withdrawal. You should 
IHHO�IUHH�WR�DVN�IRU�FODUL¿FDWLRQ�RU�QHZ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKURXJKRXW�\RXU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��

Verbal consent 

OR:

Participant’s Name:  (please print) _____________________________________________

Participant’s Signature __________________________________________Date: _______

Researcher’s Name: (please print) _____________________________________________

Researcher’s Signature:  ________________________________________Date: ________ 

Questions/Concerns

,I�\RX�KDYH�DQ\�IXUWKHU�TXHVWLRQV�RU�ZDQW�FODUL¿FDWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�WKLV�UHVHDUFK�DQG�RU�\RXU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��SOHDVH�GR�QRW�KHVL-
tate to contact the evaluator: Alina Turner, 403.827.8722, turneralina@gmail.com. 

If you have any concerns about the way you’ve been treated as a participant, please contact the funder of the evaluation, 
David French, Manager, Homeless Supports Initiatives, Family Violence Prevention and Homeless Supports Division, Alber-
ta Human Services at 780.644.51 
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Appendix 4 –Data Analysis
Program-Level Data Analysis

7R�FRPSOHPHQW�WKH�GDWD�DYDLODEOH�LQ�+0,6��WKH�HYDOXDWRU�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�WR�GHYHORS�DQ�DQDO\VLV�RI�SURJUDP�
SDUWLFLSDQW�RXWFRPHV�RYHU�D�ORQJHU�WLPH�IUDPH��������������7KH�GDWD�VHW�ZDV�FRPSOHWHG�XVLQJ�FOLHQW�FDVH�¿OHV��VWDႇ�NQRZO-
edge, youth interview information, and Sharevision data. 

6WDႇ�&RQWDFW

Looking at information available in the agency’s administration data from Sharevision for 13 unique individuals served from 
2011 to 2015, a total of 561 case notes were recorded with an average of 43 per youth. 

One-on-one case management was also tracked from 2012-2015 in Sharevision showing an average of 13 instances per 
youth at an average of 14 instances per youth and 29 hours.
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With respect to support after program exit, Sharevision data were available from 2012 to 2015 showing a total of 105 in-
stances of contact for a total of 7,551 minutes or 125 hours.

Critical Incidents

Data on critical incidents from Sharevision show that on average, the program sees about 37 critical incidents annually – 
with a high 60 in 2015 to date. The totals range when we look at particular youth – with a low of 1 and high of 51. Incidents 
typically reported concern absences (AWOL, unapproved overnight) at 57 instances, disclosures (44), drugs and alcohol 
(15), serious changes in health (19), and self-harm (14).
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Program Impact

7R�DVVHVV�SURJUDP�LPSDFW��WKH�HYDOXDWRU�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�VWDႇ�WR�DQDO\VH�UHFRUGV�IRU����\RXWK�ZKR�KDG�ZHQW�WKURXJK�WKH�SUR-
gram from March 2009 to October 2015. In 2015, 5 were still residents at Haven’s Way, while the other 11 remained active 
to various extents as alumnae. 

Length of Stay 

On average, the length of stay among all 16 youth was about 2 years; if we remove current residents from the average, this 
increases to approximately 2.3 years. The length of stay among current residents ranges from 3.3 years to less than 0.1 for 
a new resident. For past participants, this ranges from the shortest stay at 0.7 years to the longest at 3.8 years. 
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Housing at Exit

Of the 11 participants who exited during the timeframe, more than half left to their own rental accommodations. In most cas-
es, these rental units were shared with roommates, partners and/or family members. A smaller proportion reunited with their 
family at exit (18.5%) or went on to live with another natural support- though not in a shared rental context. For instance, one 
participant moved in with her boyfriend’s parents. 

:KHQ�SUREHG�DERXW�WKH�H[LW�IXUWKHU��VWDႇ�GHWHUPLQHG�WKDW�RQO\���RI�WKH����H[LWV�ZDV�QHJDWLYH�DV�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW�OHIW�ZLWKRXW�D�
WUDQVLWLRQ�SODQ�DQG�KDV�VLQFH�H[SHULHQFHG�HSLVRGHV�RI�KRPHOHVVQHVV�DQG�RQJRLQJ�LQVWDELOLW\��7KLV�ZDV�FRQ¿UPHG�LQ�WKH�FDVH�
¿OH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�LQWHUYLHZ�GDWD�JDWKHUHG�E\�WKH�HYDOXDWRU�IRU���RI�WKH����SDUWLFLSDQWV�LQ�WKH�VDPSOH�
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6WDႇ�UHSRUWHG�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHUH�WKH�\RXWK�LQLWLDWHG�WKH�H[LW�±�WKLV�ZDV�WKH�FDVH�IRU�������RI�WKH�VDPSOH��LQ�WKH�RWKHU�������RI�
FDVHV��WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�ZDV�LQLWLDWHG�E\�ERWK�WKH�\RXWK�ZLWK�VWDႇ�

,Q�DOO�EXW�RQH�FDVH��VWDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�SURYLGH�WUDQVLWLRQ�VXSSRUWV�IRU�WKH�\RXWK�H[LWLQJ��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�KRZ�WKH�H[LW�ZDV�LQLWLDW-
ed.

Housing Status Post-Exit

Of the 11 participants who exited during the evaluation period, only one was reported to have had continuous housing insta-
bility and experiences of homelessness. 
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$OWKRXJK�WKH����SDUWLFLSDQWV�KDG�OHIW�WKH�SURJUDP�EHWZHHQ������DQG�������DW�DQ�DYHUDJH�RI�DERXW���\HDUV��VWDႇ�PDLQWDLQHG�
contact and were able to report the current housing, education and employment situation of all 11 youth.

* Note that one of the former participants in rental housing had an active pending eviction notice.
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Program Graduates’ Support & Engagement Levels

7KH�SURJUDP�VWDႇ�NHSW�DFWLYH�FDVH�QRWHV�RQ�PDMRU�HYHQWV�DQG�LQWHUDFWLRQ�ZLWK�IRUPHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�LQ�6KDUHYLVLRQ��7KH\�ZHUH�
able to report on current levels of supports provided to the 11 participants in the sample. While about half (54.5%) were 
UHFHLYLQJ�D�ORZ�OHYHO�RI�VXSSRUW��WKH�RWKHU�KDOI�ZDV�LQ�ZHHNO\���������RU�PRQWKO\��������FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ��

The level of engagement in alumnae events was also reported for the 11 participants at varying levels. All had some level of 
HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�VWDႇ�DQG�RU�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�DOXPQDH�HYHQWV��VXFK�DV�5HFUHDWLRQ�1LJKWV��5DQFK�'D\��&KULVWPDV�
Dinners, etc.
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Employment and Education among Program Graduates

In terms of current education and employment status, 63.3% of participants had graduated high school, 63.3% were pursu-
ing post-secondary/trade and one was in high school. Two participants were not actively addressing educational goals and 
had not graduated high school (18.1%). 

All but two (81.8%) of the 11 graduates were employed either part- or full-time at the time of the evaluation. 

Public System Interactions among Program Graduates since Program Exit

6WDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�DOVR�UHSRUW�RQ�NQRZQ�V\VWHP�LQWHUDFWLRQV�DPRQJ�IRUPHU�SDUWLFLSDQWV�VLQFH�SURJUDP�H[LW��)LYH�RI�WKH����
(45.5%) had some interaction, 27.3% had none and 27.3% were unknown. 

Note however, that the 5 with interactions varied considerably:
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Current Resident Employment and Education

In terms of education and employment, all current residents were active in both areas. All were employed and all were pur-
suing educational goals actively. 

Public System Interactions 

6WDႇ�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�DOVR�UHSRUW�RQ�NQRZQ�V\VWHP�LQWHUDFWLRQV�DPRQJ�FXUUHQW�SDUWLFLSDQWV��2QO\�RQH�RI�WKH�¿YH�KDG�DQ\�LQWHUDF-
tion, which was as the victim of a crime.  

Additional Historical Program-Level Data

'DWD�ZHUH�DOVR�DQDO\]HG�IURP�WKH�ORJV�VWDႇ�NHSW�RQ�EDVLF�GHPRJUDSKLFV��SURJUDP�HQWU\�DQG�H[LW�GDWHV��DV�ZHOO�DV�GHVWLQD-
tions at program exit and housing situation at entry. Such information was available for 14 participants between the months 
of March 2010 and October 2011 with program entries between July 2009 and November 2010. 
Of these, about 28.6% came from absolute homeless situations (youth and adult shelters), followed by 35.7% from relative-
O\�KRPHOHVV�VLWXDWLRQV��FRXFK�VXU¿QJ��HYLFWLRQV��DQG�WUDQVLWLRQDO�KRXVLQJ���7KRXJK�DERXW�������FDPH�IURP�IDPLO\�KRPHV��
WKHVH�ZHUH�SULPDULO\�UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�FRQÀLFW�WKDW�SUHFLSLWDWHG�WKH�PRYH�RXW��
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The housing situation at program exit was available for 9 youth during this period. Of these, most left to rental accommoda-
tions either independently or with friends – 44.4% respectively. One went on to treatment (11.1%).
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MIS Analysis 

Methods

In total, records from 7 participants with intakes from July 2012 to September 2014. The data were pulled by the HMIS Man-
ager of the Calgary Homeless Foundation at the request of Alberta Human Services and provided to the consultant with the 
permission of the Director, Youth Housing and Shelters at the Boys and Girls Clubs of Calgary. 
Participant-level data were provided on the following items.

Intake Follow-up assessments 
(from 3 mo. - 24 mo. at 3 month inter-
vals)

Exit Assessments

Intake Assessment
Income at Intake
Basic Needs at Intake

Follow-up assessments
Income at Follow-Up
Discharge Planning
Service Referrals
Basic Needs

Exit Assessment
Income at Exit
Discharge Planning

(DFK�¿OH�LQFOXGHG�DOO�WKH�GDWD�SXOOHG�IRU�WKDW�DVVHVVPHQW�ZLWK�WKH�PDLQ�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�DOO�VXE�DVVHVVPHQWV���7KH�UHFRUGV�
were all checked for duplication or missing data. Notably, beyond the 12-month assessment, the sample sizes become very 
small and were thus not included in this report though they were analyzed.  

In light of the relatively small overall sample size of 7 records, the data’s limitations must be carefully considered and inter-
pretation should be done with extreme caution. Where additional limitations were encountered, they are outlined in detail 
throughout the report. 

Only 1 record was available and valid for analysis for exit assessment information, and was thus excluded from detailed 
examination. 

Intake Analysis Summary Results 

In total, 7 unique HMIS client records were analyzed from April 2012 to March 2015.

Intake and Referrals 
• The records examined indicate participant moved into Haven’s Way in 2012 (2, 28.6%0, 2013 (1, 14.3%) and most 

recently in 2014 (4, 57.1%). 
• The primary referral source into the program was 828-HOPE (71.4%), followed by church pastor (14.3%) and self-refer-

rals (14.3%). 

Demographics
• All participants were females, as per program eligibility requirements. 
• All 7 participants were in the 16 to 18-year range. The average age across all participants was 17.
• In terms of ethnicity, Caucasian participants made up the entire sample.
• None reported being new to the province (under 3 months). 
• All of the 12 participants were Canadian Citizens.
• All participants single at the time of intake, without any dependents under 18. 
• None reported being pregnant at the time of intake. 

Homelessness Pattern
• All 7 participants were reported to be relatively homeless at the time of intake. 
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• None of the participants reported being chronically homeless though 5 (71.4%) were episodically homeless. 
• Forty percent of those who were reported to be episodically homeless were in this situation for less than 1 month; an-

other 20% for 1-3 months, and 40% for 7-12 months.  
• Of the 7 records available, 42.9% (3) reported staying with friends or family to have been their primary residence prior 

to program entry. This was followed by transitional housing (28.6%) reported by 2 participants. One participant reported 
staying in an emergency shelter and one was renting (unsubsidized) at 14.3% respectively.  

System Involvement
• Of the 7 participants, 20% (1) reported having had foster care involvement during their lifetime. 
• 1RQH�UHSRUWHG�KDYLQJ�FKLOG�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQYROYHPHQW�RU�H[SRVXUH�WR�RU�ÀHHLQJ�GRPHVWLF�YLROHQFH�DW�LQWDNH�
• None reported being released from a correctional facility, mental health facility or health facility in the 12 months prior to 

intake.
• In total, 28.6% of participants reported having had involvement with the health system in the past 12 months. Involve-

ment with the police or legal system was reported by none of the participants over the past 12 months at intake. 
• On average, average per participant public system usage in the 12 months prior to intake.

Health Conditions 
• Of the 7 participants, 4 (57.1%) reported having a treated and/or untreated ongoing physical health condition at intake; 

this was also the case for ongoing mental health case conditions.
• Further, one participant (14.3%) reported that they had an ongoing addiction /substance abuse issue that was treated 

and/or untreated. None reported having FASD.

Employment, Education & Income
• All 7 participants reported some high school to be the highest level of education. 
• Notably, all participants were pursuing further education on a full-time (85.7%) or part-time basis (14.3%).
• In terms of employment at intake, most (71.4%) reported having part-time employment at intake; another 14.3% had full 

time work, and 14.3% reported not being employed. 
• All 7 participants were employable (is or will be able to work in the short term) and none were in employment training at 

the time of the intake. 
• Two of the participants (28.5%) reported having no income. Six (85.7%) reported having income from part-time employ-

ment. Note that one of these participants reported having no income and part-time employment at intake. 
• The average monthly income reported by the 7 participants was $500 at intake ranging from a low of $0 to a high of 

$1,000.  

Basic Needs at Intake 
• At intake, all 7 participants reported having basic needs; an average of 3.9 basic needs per participant were reported. 
• A total of 27 instances of basic needs were available for further analysis. Most basic needs reported were housing sub-

sidies (100.0%), food (71.4%), clothing (57.1%) and medication (42.9%).  
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Follow-Up Assessment Analysis Summary Results

3-Month Follow-Up Assessment 12-Month Follow-Up Assessment
Sample Size 6 4
Housing Stability 33.3% (2) of participants reported 

being stable housing over the past 3 
months; none reported that they had 
not achieved stable housing. 
83.3% (5) of participants reported hav-
ing achieved permanent housing over 
the past 3 months. 
One participant (16.7%) was rehoused 
during the 3 previous months. 

1 (25.0%) participant reported be-
ing in stable housing over the past 3 
months; none reported that they had 
not achieved stable housing. Note the 
sample size is skewed due to missing 
responses.
All 4 participants (100.0%) reported 
having achieved permanent housing in 
the past 3 months. 
One participant (25.0%) was rehoused 
during the 3 previous months

Health Conditions 50% (3) of participants reported a treat-
ed and/or untreated physical health 
condition;
66.7% reported an ongoing treated 
and/untreated mental health condition;
16.7% reported a treated and/or un-
treated addiction issue.
None reported FASD.
Comparing intake and 3-month assess-
ments, there was a decrease in ongo-
ing physical health conditions, a small 
increase in ongoing mental health 
conditions and a notable increase in 
addictions issues reported. 

75.0% (3) of participants reported 
a treated and/or untreated physical 
health condition;
100.0% reported a mental health ongo-
ing treated and/or untreated condition. 
None reported FASD or addictions 
issues.
Comparing intake and 12-month 
assessments, there was an increase in 
ongoing mental health conditions while 
reported rates remained the same oth-
erwise for physical health, addictions 
and FASD.  

Service Provision One (16.7%) participant reported 
having contact with their case worker 
between 1 and 10 times per month; 
33.3% (2) reported contact from 11-20 
and 21-30 times per month respective-
ly. 
The most common basic needs 
reported were housing supplements, 
clothing, food and transportation. 
There were 23 service referrals report-
ed for the 6 participants, an average of 
3.8 per participant primarily concerning 
health services, counselling, hospital, 
¿QDQFLDO��DGGLFWLRQV�DQG�OHJDO�VHUYLFHV��

50% (2) of participants reported having 
contact with their case worker between 
1 and 10 times per month; 50% (2) 
reported contact from 11-20 per month. 
The most common basic needs report-
ed were housing supplements, food, 
clothing, medication and transporta-
tion. This is consistent with intake and 
3-month data assessments as well. 
There were 13 service referrals report-
ed for the 4 participants, an average of 
3.3 per participant primarily concerning 
health services and counselling, fol-
lowed by education, taxes, and hospital 
services.
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System Involvement 33.3% (2) participants reported involve-
ment with the health system in the past 
3 months. 
None reported involvement police or 
the legal system in past 3 months. 
Health and justice involvement rates 
reported over the 12 months prior to 
intake compared to rates over the past 
3 months prior to 12-month assess-
ment suggest legal system involvement 
remained the same at 0% and health 
system involvement remained the 
same at 33.3%.
Public system usage comparing intake 
to 3-month assessment data, showed 
no change in average per participant 
use of the justice/legal system, howev-
er there was an increase in days and 
times hospitalized, and EMS use; ER 
use decreased.  Note that the small 
sample size limits reliability of this data.

50% (2) reported involvement with the 
health system in the past 3 months.
None reported involvement police or 
the legal system in past 3 months. 
Health and justice involvement rates 
reported over the 12 months prior to 
intake compared to rates over the past 
3 months prior to 12-month assess-
ment suggest legal system involvement 
remained the same at 0% and health 
system involvement went down from 
50% to 0%. 
Public system usage comparing intake 
to 12-month assessment data, showed 
no change in average per participant 
use of the justice/legal system, howev-
er there was an increase in days and 
times hospitalized, EMS and ER use.  
Note that the small sample size limits 
reliability of this data. 

Education, Employment & Income All 6 participants were engaged in full-
time education.
Note that the income and employment 
data reported showed accuracy issues; 
VWDႇ�DUH�H[SORULQJ�WKLV�ZLWK�+0,6��

All 4 participants were engaged in full-
time education.
All 4 participants had either part-time 
(3) or full-time employment (1).  Em-
ployment rates remained the same at 
intake and 12 months with all partic-
ipants reporting part-time or full-time 
employment at 75% and 25% respec-
tively.
HMIS records available showed that 
average income at 12 months was 
32.1% higher than at Intake, increasing 
from $700 to $925 per month.
Note that the income data reported 
VKRZHG�DFFXUDF\�LVVXHV��VWDႇ�DUH�
exploring this with HMIS. 
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HMIS Intake Analysis 

Participant Entry in Program

The records examined indicate for 7 participants with intakes from July 2012 to September 2014 suggest 2 moved into the 
program in in 2012 (28.6%), one in 2013 (14.3%) and 4 most recently in 2014 (57.1%). 
As exit dates were unavailable for all but one participant, it was not possible to establish an average length of stay in the 
program from the HMIS data, unless it is assumed that the 6 participants with no exit data remain in the program. Ensuing 
SURJUDP�VLWH�YLVLWV�DQG�LQWHUYLHZV��DORQJ�ZLWK�FDVH�¿OHV�ZLOO�FRQ¿UP�WKLV�IXUWKHU��

Referral Sources

The primary referral source into the program was 828-HOPE (71.4%), followed by church pastor (14.3%) and self-referrals 
(14.3%). 
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Gender

All participants were females, as per program eligibility requirements. 

Ethnicity

In terms of ethnicity, Caucasian participants made up the entire sample.

Age at Intake

All 7 participants were either in the 16 to 18-year range. The average age across all participants was 17.
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Family Situation/Migration 

All of the 12 participants were Canadian Citizens and single at the time of intake. 
No dependents under 18 were reported. 
None reported being pregnant at the time of intake. 
None reported being new to the province (under 3 months). 

Homelessness Pattern

All 7 participants were reported to be relatively homeless at the time of intake. 

None of the participants reported being chronically homeless though 5 (71.4%) were episodically homeless. 

Forty percent of those who were reported to be episodically homeless were in this situation for less than 1 month; another 
20% for 1-3 months, and 40% for 7-12 months.  
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Systems Involvement

Of the 7 participants, 20% (1) reported having had foster care involvement during their lifetime. 

1RQH�UHSRUWHG�KDYLQJ�FKLOG�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQYROYHPHQW�RU�H[SRVXUH�WR�RU�ÀHHLQJ�GRPHVWLF�YLROHQFH�DW�LQWDNH�

None reported being released from a correctional facility, mental health facility or health facility in the 12 months prior to 
intake.

In total, 28.6% of participants reported having had involvement with the health system in the past 12 months. Involvement 
with the police or legal system was reported by none of the participants over the past 12 months at intake. 

2Q�DYHUDJH��DYHUDJH�SHU�SDUWLFLSDQW�SXEOLF�V\VWHP�XVDJH�LQ�WKH����PRQWKV�SULRU�WR�LQWDNH�ZDV�ORZ�DV�HYLGHQW�LQ�WKH�¿JXUH�
below.
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Primary residence prior to program entry 

Of the 7 records available, 42.9% (3) reported staying with friends or family to have been their primary residence prior to 
program entry. 

This was followed by transitional housing (28.6%) reported by 2 participants. One participant reported staying in an emer-
gency shelter and one was renting (unsubsidized) at 14.3% respectively.  
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Health Conditions

Of the 7 participants, 4 (57.1%) reported having a treated and/or untreated ongoing physical health condition at intake; this 
was also the case for ongoing mental health case conditions. Further, one participant (14.3%) reported that they had an 
ongoing addiction /substance abuse issue that was treated and/or untreated. None reported having FASD.

Education at Intake 

All 7 participants reported some high school to be the highest level of education. 
Notably, all participants were pursuing further education on a full-time (85.7%) or part-time basis (14.3%).
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Employment and Income at Intake 

All 7 participants were employable (is or will be able to work in the short term) and none were in Employment Training at the 
time of the intake. 

‘In terms of employment at intake, most (71.4%) reported having part-time employment at intake; 14.3% had a full time job 
and 14.3% reported not being employed.

The average monthly income reported by the 7 participants was $500 at intake ranging from a low of $0 to a high of $1,000. 
Note that the income and employment data was pulled by the Program Director on November 13, 2015 for the same HMIS 
records used in the rest of the analysis as there we accuracy issues in the data provided to the evaluator. 

Basic Needs at Intake 

At intake, all 7 participants reported having basic needs. A total of 27 instances of basic needs were available for further 
analysis. 

Most basic needs reported were housing subsidies (100.0%), food (71.4%), clothing (57.1%) and medication (42.9%).  An 
average of 3.9 basic needs per participant were reported at intake. 
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Follow-Up Assessment Analysis

To assess program impact trends, all follow up and exit data were examined at 3, 6, 12, 18 and 24 months for youth with 
intake records from July 2012 to September 2014. As the number of available records decreased the longer the examination 
period, the less reliable the analysis results are. 

Because this evaluation aims to provide some much-needed data to broader assessments of Foyer programs in Canada, it 
is the evaluator’s opinion that the 5 increments of data above should be available individually to ensure the program can be 
compared (with the necessary caveats) to other programs, which may have comparative data from some of these incre-
ments. For instance, the Foyer program operated by Calgary John Howard has 3-month assessment data. If we excluded 
the 3-month data from this evaluation, we would not be able to examine Havens Way with this program. While it makes the 
analysis considerably more complicated, it is best to have this data available where future needs may arise. 

This report will present the data from the 3 month and 12-month assessment analysis, however, the full Excel analysis in-
cludes 3, 6, 12, 18 and 24-month data. The evaluator selected to highlight the 3 and 12 month increments to make best use 
of sample sizes to evaluate program impact in the immediate and longer term, without presenting repetitive data. 
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3-Month Follow-Up Assessment Analysis

There were 8 3-month follow up records available for clients with intakes from July 2012 to September 2014, 2 of which 
were duplicates and thus removed. All 6 remaining records had matching intake records. 

Housing Stability

About one third (33.3%) of participants reported being stable housing over the past 3 months in their 3-month assessment; 
none reported that they had not achieved stable housing. 
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Further, 83.3% of participants reported having achieved permanent housing over the past 3 months.

One participant (16.7%) was rehoused during the 3 previous months.
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Service Intensity

One (16.7%) participant reported having contact with their case worker between 1 and 10 times per month; 33.3% (2) re-
ported contact from 11-20 and 21-30 times per month respectively. 

System Involvement

Two (33.3%) participants reported involvement with the health system in the past 3 months; none reported involvement 
police or the legal system in past 3 months during the 3-month assessment. 
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It is important to note that comparison with reported system use at intake is done with extreme caution. The intake questions 
are asking participants to report system usage over the past 12 months, whereas the 3-month assessment ask about the 
past 3 months only. 

Nevertheless, looking at reported health and justice involvement rates reported over the 12 months prior to intake compared 
to rates over the past 3 months prior to 12-month assessment, the data suggest that system involvement at intake versus 3 
months estimates remained the same.   

Public System Usage

With the same caution, public system usage for the 6 participants is highlighted in the table below. As the timespan for the 
LQWDNH�DQG�DVVHVVPHQW�GLႇHUHG�����PRQWKV�YV����PRQWKV���WKH�LQWDNH�¿JXUH�ZDV�GLYLGHG�E\���WR�JHQHUDWH�DQ�DSSUR[LPDWLRQ�
over the previous 3 months to compare to the assessment. 

Notably, the number of ER use decreased, though all other measures showed an increase.  Note that the small sample size 
limits reliability of this data.

Health Conditions

In terms of impact on health conditions, half of participants reported a treated and/or untreated physical health condition at 
the 3-month assessment point; 66.7% reported an ongoing treated and/untreated mental health condition and 16.7% report-
ed a treated and/or untreated addiction issue. None reported FASD. 
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Comparing the same 6 clients’ reported treated and/or untreated health conditions at intake versus 3 months, there was a 
decrease in ongoing physical health conditions, a small increase in ongoing mental health conditions and a notable increase 
in addictions issues reported.

Basic Needs
The most common basic needs reported were housing supplements, clothing, food and transportation at the 3-month as-
sessment point. 
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Service Referrals

There were 23 service referrals reported for the 6 participants, an average of 3.8 per participant. The majority of referrals 
FRQFHUQHG�KHDOWK�VHUYLFHV���������DQG�FRXQVHOOLQJ����������IROORZHG�E\�KRVSLWDO��¿QDQFLDO��DGGLFWLRQV�DQG�OHJDO�VHUYLFHV��
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Social Inclusion

A third of participants reported volunteering in the past 3 months and engaging in cultural/recreational programs. Note how-
HYHU��D�KLJK�OHYHO�RI�PLVVLQJ�GDWD�IRU�WKLV�TXHVWLRQ��PDNLQJ�FRPSDULVRQ�ZLWK�IROORZ�XS�GDWD�GLႈFXOW��
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12-Month Follow-Up Assessment Analysis

There were 5 12-month assessment records available for participants with intakes records from July 2012 to September 
2014, 1 of which was a duplicate and thus removed. All 4 remaining records had matching intake records from 2012-2014. 

Housing Stability

One (25.0%) participant reported being in stable housing over the past 3 months; none reported that they had not achieved 
stable housing. Note the sample size is skewed due to missing responses. 

Further, all 4 participants (100.0%) reported having achieved permanent housing over the past 3 months. One participant 

(25.0%) was rehoused during the 3 previous months.
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Service Intensity

Fifty percent of the participants reported having contact with their case worker between 1 and 10 times per month; the other 
half reported contact from 11-20 per month. 
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System Involvement

Half of the participants (50%, 2) reported involvement with the health system in the past 3 months; none reported involve-
ment police or the legal system in past 3 months during the 3-month assessment. This showed no change in comparison to 
intake information from the same 4 participants, which is consistent with data from the 3-month assessment. 

It is important to note that comparison with reported system use at intake is done with extreme caution. The intake questions 
are asking participants to report system usage over the past 12 months, whereas the 12-month assessment ask about the 
past 3 months only. 

Nevertheless, looking at reported health and justice involvement rates reported at over the 12 months prior to intake com-
pared to rates over the past 3 months prior to the 12-month assessment, data from the same 4 unique participants suggests 
improvement with respect to police/legal and health system involvement. While legal system involvement remained the 
same at 0%, health system involvement went from 50% to 0%. 

Public System Usage

With the same caution, looking at the public system usage suggests decreases for the 4 participants as follows below. As 
WKH�WLPHVSDQ�IRU�WKH�LQWDNH�DQG�DVVHVVPHQW�GLႇHUHG�����PRQWKV�YV����PRQWKV���WKH�LQWDNH�¿JXUH�ZDV�GLYLGHG�E\���WR�JHQHU-
ate an approximation over the previous 3 months to compare to the assessment.

Notably, all health system related measures showed an increase. Note that the small sample size limits reliability of this 
data. 
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Health Conditions

‘In terms of health conditions, 75.0% of participants reported a treated and/or untreated physical health conditions at the 
12-month assessment point; 100.0% reported a mental health ongoing treated and/or untreated conditions. None reported 
FASD or addictions issues. 

Comparing the same 4 participants to their intake data, we see an increase in the number of those with mental health 
issues. This could be due the fact that these issues emerged while the participant received services, or a matter of longer 
staying participants having higher levels of needs. In either case, the small sample needs to be considered. 
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Education, Employment & Income

All 4 participants were engaged in full-time education. All participants had either part-time or full-time employment at the 
12-month assessment point. For the same records, employment rates remained the same at intake and 12 months with all 
participants reporting part-time or full-time employment at 75% and 25% respectively.

As is evident below, the average income at 12 months increased by 32.1% compared to Intake from $700 to $925 per 
month.

Note that the Program Director pulled data from HMIS on November 13, 2015 for the 4 records noted in this analysis with 
corresponding intakes and 12 month assessments. The employment and income data provided initially had accuracy issues; 
VWDႇ�DUH�H[SORULQJ�WKLV�ZLWK�+0,6�

Basic Needs

The most common basic needs reported were housing supplements, food, clothing, medication and transportation at the 
12-month assessment point. This is consistent with intake and 3-month data assessments as well. 
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Service Referrals

There were 13 service referrals reported for the 4 participants, an average of 3.3 per participant primarily concerning health 
services and counselling, followed by education, taxes, and hospital services.
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Social Inclusion

A quarter of participants reported volunteering in the past 3 months and engaging in cultural/recreational programs. Note 
KRZHYHU��D�KLJK�OHYHO�RI�PLVVLQJ�GDWD�IRU�WKLV�TXHVWLRQ��PDNLQJ�FRPSDULVRQ�ZLWK�RWKHU�IROORZ�XS�GDWD�GLႈFXOW��
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