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Maintaining Housing Stability 

Introduction 

When the Denver Supportive Housing Social Impact Bond Initiative (Denver SIB) launched in 2016, 

about 850 people were experiencing chronic homelessness in the Denver metropolitan area. Since then, 

that number has grown; more recent data show that chronic homelessness spiked in Denver in 2018, 

when 1,596 individuals were experiencing it, then decreased in 2019, to 1,158 individuals, but overall 

has maintained an upward trend. Many people experiencing chronic homelessness live on the street, 

while the rest reside in emergency shelters. 

A lack of affordable housing and supportive services, as well as the criminalization of homelessness, 

can have dire consequences. People who experience chronic homelessness move in and out of jail, a 

cycle that affects their health and well-being and does not address the underlying causes of 

homelessness. Many die on the street. Chronic homelessness affects the entire community, straining 

police and emergency services and affecting downtown neighborhoods and businesses. All of this 

comes at a significant cost to taxpayers. 

To address this issue, the City and County of Denver, along with eight private investors, funded the 

Denver SIB in January 2016. The goals were to help people disrupt the jail-to-street cycle, find 

permanent housing, and access supportive services. Three years into the program, the Colorado 

Coalition for the Homeless (CCH) and the Mental Health Center of Denver (MHCD) have engaged some 

of the city’s most vulnerable homeless residents and placed them in supportive housing. In 2018, based 

on early promising results, the City and County expanded the capacity of the Denver SIB (referred to as 

SIB 2.0). 

This report highlights key lessons that were learned and outcomes that were achieved over the first 

three years of the Denver SIB program. We start by describing the problem of chronic homelessness in 

Denver and the role of supportive housing as a potential solution. Next, we provide an overview of the 

initiative, including the key partners, program model, engagement and enrollment process, and program 

participants’ move into supportive housing. Finally, we discuss successes and challenges in helping 

participants maintain housing stability and stay out of jail. A companion brief, “Denver Supportive 

Housing Social Impact Bond Initiative: Housing Stability Payments,” describes the housing stability 

payment outcomes for the Denver SIB to date (Cunningham et al. 2019). 
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Chronic Homelessness in Denver 

Providing adequate and affordable housing for people experiencing long-term homelessness and other 

disabling conditions, also called chronic homelessness, continues to be an enormous challenge in 

Denver. According to the annual point-in-time count conducted by the Metro Denver Homeless 

Initiative, 1,158 people experienced chronic homelessness in metropolitan Denver in 2019 (figure 1). 

The chronically homeless population represents one-fifth of the total homeless population in the 

Denver region. Most of the 1,158 people who were chronically homeless in 2019 lived in the City and 

County of Denver (806 people). Sixty-nine percent of the 1,158 people who were chronically homeless 

were living in a shelter, 29 percent were living unsheltered on the street, and the remaining 2 percent 

were residing in safe havens (Metro Denver Homeless Initiative 2019). 

In Denver, homelessness has been increasing as the city has gone through dramatic changes over 

the past decade. Job opportunities, urban amenities, and an interest in walkability have made the city 

more attractive. And as the area’s population has grown, median housing prices have skyrocketed, from 

$254,000 in January 2014 to $429,000 five years later. Median rent in Denver is approximately $2,200, 

according to Zillow.1 More than half of Denver residents pay more than 30 percent of their incomes 

toward rent.2 A recent study from Zillow links the rise in rental burden with homelessness, finding that 

homelessness rises faster when households are paying more than one-third of their income toward 

rent.3 

Homelessness has devastating effects; it damages a person’s physical and mental health and can 

lead to early death. According to CCH (2018), 233 people experiencing homelessness died in the 

Denver metropolitan area in 2018. 
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FIGURE 1 

Chronic Homelessness in Denver 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Sources: Metro Denver Homeless Initiative, Everyone Counts: Metro Denver’s Point in Time Survey (Denver: Metro Denver 

Homeless Initiative, 2019 and 2018). 

Notes: The 2019 Denver point-in-time count took place on January 28, 2019, and the 2018 count took place on January 29, 2018. 

Both collected information from people experiencing homelessness on that night. 

Criminal Justice System in Denver 

People who experience chronic homelessness cycle in and out of jail, often because of nuisance crimes 

related to loitering, trespassing, sleeping or camping on the street, panhandling, and public drinking or 

drug use. In 2012, the Denver City Council passed a ban on unauthorized camping.4 In response, an 

initiative named the Right to Survive in Public Spaces was on the ballot in the May 2019 municipal 

election.5 It would have allowed resting, sheltering, and eating or exchanging food in outdoor public 

places and was the first ballot initiative in the nation that would have decriminalized homelessness. It 

was defeated, however. Therefore, police continue to issue citations and use existing laws to clear 

encampments that develop in Denver’s downtown neighborhoods. 

This approach is costly. In Too High a Price: What Criminalizing Homelessness Costs Colorado, 

researchers at the University of Denver reported that Denver spent $3.2 million enacting five anti-

homeless ordinances from 2010 to 2014. According to the report, these ordinances included a ban on 

camping, park curfews and closures, and prohibitions on panhandling and urinating in public (Adcock et 

al. 2016). In 2014 alone, those ordinances produced 1,884 total citations and cost the city $750,000 to 

enforce.6 The Denver Crime Prevention and Control Commission has estimated that in a given year, 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/mdhi/pages/231/attachments/original/1565116221/mdhi2019PITReport_final.pdf?1565116221
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/mdhi/pages/231/attachments/original/1528993916/MDHI2018PiTFINAL.pdf?1528993916
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chronically homeless frequent users of the criminal justice and other public systems spend an average 

of 59 nights in jail and are responsible for more than 2,000 visits to detox facilities. The frequent 

interaction with jails, detox facilities, and other systems such as emergency care cost the city an 

estimated $7.3 million a year.7 

The rise in homelessness has put a significant strain on police and other emergency responders, 

who are often not equipped to address the mental and behavioral health needs of people experiencing 

homelessness. In 2016, the city launched a coresponder model, which pairs responding police officers 

with a clinician who can help assess and direct people toward the services they need. According to 

MHCD, from April through December of 2016, coresponders answered 1,106 calls related to people in 

a mental or behavioral health crisis, and 1,043 of the people were sent to treatment or other services 

instead of jail. As of 2018, the program had grown from four clinicians to 15 licensed mental health 

clinicians. This expansion was possible through a $1.2 million Medicaid carve-out. In 2018, the 

coresponder team made contact with 1,725 people, 74 percent of whom were homeless (MHCD 2018). 

In 2019, the Colorado General Assembly passed some legislation that could have a positive impact 

on people in the jail-homelessness cycle. 

 HB19-1225 (“No Monetary Bail for Certain Low-level Offenses”): This bill bans cash bail for 

petty and municipal offenses, such as violating an open-container law or a park curfew. Critics 

of the cash bail system argue that it keeps poor people incarcerated while people of means can 

afford to pay the bail amount and avoid being jailed. 

 SB19-191 (“Prompt Pretrial Liberty and Fairness”): This bill creates rights for defendants 

related to their release on bail, such as having a hearing within 48 hours of incarceration. 

Without such rights, a lack of money or a lack of resources in jail often keeps people behind 

bars. 

 SB19-143 (“Parole Changes”): This bill makes it more difficult for parole to be denied to people 

who have been convicted of certain low-level felonies. It also allows the director of the 

Colorado Department of Corrections to recommend that inmates with low-level convictions be 

released. Prosecutors will no longer be able to send parolees who fail a drug test back to prison. 

 HB19-1263 (“Offense Level for Controlled Substance Possession”): This bill lowers the penalty 

for certain drug possession violations. For example, people arrested with less than 4 grams of 

drugs like heroin and methamphetamine will face a misdemeanor charge rather than a felony. 
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 HB19-1025 and SB19-170 (“Limits on Job Applicant Criminal History Inquiries” and “Inquiry 

into College Applicant Criminal History”): This pair of bills bans employers and state colleges 

and universities from asking about an applicant’s criminal conviction history on an application. 

 HB19-1275 (“Increased Eligibility for Criminal Record Sealing”): This bill creates a simplified 

process for sealing criminal justice records. 

In addition, several policy and program efforts are trying to change the way those experiencing 

homelessness navigate the criminal justice system. Although Denver has a long way to go to end the jail-

homelessness cycle, these system-wide changes represent significant shifts for the Denver SIB’s target 

population. 

Need for Supportive Housing 

Previous research points to supportive housing as a solution for chronic homelessness. Permanent 

supportive housing (PSH) combines a permanent housing subsidy with wraparound services to help 

people gain increased stability in their lives. Often, PSH is offered using a Housing First approach, which 

does not require that participants meet preconditions to entry, such as entering treatment, achieving 

sobriety, or committing to ongoing service participation requirements. As many as 80 percent of 

chronically homeless people who receive PSH remain housed after one year, and people in PSH use 

shelters significantly less than they did before entering the program (Byrne et al. 2014; Listwan and 

LaCourse 2017). In addition, studies have found that after a year in PSH, participants have fewer days in 

jail than they did before their stay in PSH (Aidala et al. 2014). 

Not only does the evidence suggest that PSH improves outcomes for this vulnerable population, but 

it also shows that this intervention has promising cost offsets because of decreased jail use among the 

population receiving PSH. In New York City, Culhane, Metraux, and Hadley (2002) found that placing 

people who are chronically homeless and have mental health issues into supportive housing led to a 

reduction in service usage and the city’s overall spending on those services. Other research found that 

people placed in PSH generated fewer jail costs than those who were not placed in PSH (New York City 

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 2013). 

Despite this promising evidence, the amount of supportive housing in Denver is not sufficient for 

meeting the needs of the population experiencing chronic homelessness. According to the US 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Denver Continuum of Care, the communitywide 

coordinating entity for homelessness services, has 1,134 PSH beds dedicated to chronically homeless 
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individuals (HUD 2018). Despite this inventory, a large share of the homeless population remains 

chronically homeless, which illustrates the significant gap in the number of beds needed to house all 

people experiencing chronic homelessness. 

What Is the Denver SIB? 

The City and County launched the Denver SIB to respond to the need for supportive housing. The goals 

are to increase housing stability and decrease jail stays for 250 individuals who experience long-term 

homelessness and have frequent interactions with the criminal justice and emergency health systems 

by providing them with supportive housing. 

The city and eight private investors pooled resources to fund the initiative, which uses an 

innovative mechanism called social impact bonds to pay for part of the program. The city signed a 

performance-based contract to leverage $8.6 million in up-front capital from the eight investors to fund 

supportive services.8 In addition to that funding, the initiative is leveraging additional housing resources 

from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs’ Division of Housing and the Denver Housing Authority 

and is receiving Medicaid reimbursements for supportive services. If the program works, as indicated by 

performance measures outlined in the contract and validated by a rigorous evaluation, the city will 

repay, potentially with a positive return, the private investors. If the program does not achieve its 

performance measures, the city will not repay the investors. The Denver SIB is one of the first 

supportive housing programs funded through a social impact bond financing mechanism. In shifting 

from the frequent use of costly emergency services to preventive services, the city hopes to realize 

future cost offsets or savings. 

Partners 

In launching the program, the City and County of Denver developed an agreement with Denver PFS 

LLC, an entity established by the Corporation for Supportive Housing and Enterprise Community 

Partners, to execute the Denver SIB. CCH began providing supportive housing services in the program’s 

first year; MHCD started doing the same in the second year. The Denver Crime Prevention and Control 

Commission provided staff for the program referral process, and the Denver Police Department (DPD) 

provided administrative data for the evaluation. The Urban Institute is conducting a five-year 

randomized controlled trial evaluation and implementation study in collaboration with partners from 
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the Evaluation Center at the University of Colorado Denver and the Burnes Center on Poverty and 

Homelessness at the University of Denver. Figure 2 shows the basic structure of the SIB project. 

FIGURE 2 

The Denver Supportive Housing Social Impact Bond Initiative Framework 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: Adapted from US Government Accountability Office (GAO), “Pay for Success: A Look at a New Way for Government to 

Finance Prevention Programs Based on Measured Results” (Washington, DC: GAO, n.d.) and the Urban Institute Pay for Success 

Initiative. 

Target Population 

The supportive housing initiative targets people who are experiencing homelessness and other 

challenges that result in frequent use of the criminal justice and other public systems. To create a list of 

eligible people, project partners defined the target population as all people who have eight or more 

arrests with the DPD over three consecutive years. Three of the arrests had to be marked as transient, 

meaning that the person had no address or gave a shelter address. The DPD identified eligible people 

through a data pull and created a master eligibility list. 

https://www.gao.gov/assets/680/672446.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/680/672446.pdf
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Referral Process 

To refer people from the eligibility list to the supportive housing program, the DPD established an 

automatic report that matches daily police data with the eligibility list to identify people from the list 

who had a police contact or arrest in the previous 24 hours. This process ensures that those who are 

referred are still in the community and interacting with the police. The Crime Prevention and Control 

Commission then screens out people with open felonies from the previous two years. (Project partners 

added this step in the first months of implementation because people who meet those criteria are likely 

awaiting sentencing and may not be able to engage in supportive housing. If someone’s felony charge is 

later closed, they can still be referred to the housing program.)  

Next, the Urban Institute conducts a lottery to randomly assign people to the supportive housing 

program (see the section on evaluation for details) and to the control group, whose members do not 

participate in the program. Because there isn’t enough housing for all who are eligible, a lottery is a fair 

way to allocate housing and conduct a rigorous evaluation. The individuals assigned to the supportive 

housing program (Denver SIB participants) are referred to CCH or MHCD, which are responsible for 

finding them in the community and engaging them in the program. This referral process is detailed in 

figure 3. 

FIGURE 3 

Social Impact Bond Supportive Housing Referral Process 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Referrals to the supportive housing program were made on a rolling basis starting in January 2016, 

and the evaluation will track participants through 2020. In total, 546 individuals have been referred to 

MHCD or CCH. This report focuses on the 533 individuals who had been referred to the program as of 

January 1, 2019, and uses data on the first six months after each referral to understand progress 

toward participant engagement and housing. 
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Program Model 

Supportive housing combines a permanent housing subsidy with intensive wraparound services. The 

Denver SIB program provides the following services: 

 subsidized housing9 

 an Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) team 

 behavioral health services, including psychiatric services,10 individual and group therapy, peer 

support services, and substance use treatment 

 links to community resources11 (e.g., food resources, legal referrals, and advocacy) and to 

integrated health services12 (e.g., medical, dental, vision, pharmacy services) 

 transportation assistance and referrals 

HOUSING 

The program model uses a Housing First approach. To meet its goal of providing 250 individuals with 

supportive housing units, the initiative uses a combination of housing models, including scattered-site 

units rented with a housing subsidy in the private market and single-site buildings with designated units 

in the following apartment complexes: Renaissance at North Colorado Station, Sanderson Apartments, 

and Renaissance Downtown Lofts. 

THE ASSERTIVE COMMUNITY TREATMENT MODEL 

The SIB service providers employ the ACT model of intensive clinical treatment, support, and case 

management for residents living in PSH. The core components of the ACT model are smaller, shared 

caseloads; a multidisciplinary team approach; clinical services provided in the home; and an unlimited 

time frame. Largely because of resource and funding constraints, some Denver SIB teams practice a 

modified ACT model that allows the staff-to-client ratio to be slightly higher than the 1:10 ratio 

required in ACT. In addition, the Denver SIB provides care to everyone in the program, regardless of 

diagnosis, unlike the typical ACT model, which is designed to help people with specific mental health 

concerns. Residents are served by CCH and MHCD’s multidisciplinary ACT teams in their project-based 

buildings and at scattered-site locations.  

The ACT teams can be made up of a program manager, case managers, administrative assistants, 

peer specialists, nurses, and psychiatric prescribers. Although each member has a distinctive role, ACT 

teams work together to ensure that Denver SIB participants receive the supports they need. The ACT 

teams and housing teams also work closely with staff members in roles such as resident service 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/health-services
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coordinator, property management staff, and behavioral health therapist to enhance communication 

and ensure seamless transitions for Denver SIB participants. Service providers offer an array of 

programs, such as vocational training and peer-mentor support, as well as classes on money 

management, grocery shopping, and food preparation. 

CCH and MHCD case managers regularly check on all their clients, but residents are not required to 

engage in support services. Providers assess the needs of each client and tailor services, with the goal of 

maintaining the client’s housing. Overall, the ACT teams provide case management, therapeutic, and 

clinical services. Each client has a case manager, which allows for continuity of care. The ACT model also 

incorporates a team approach; any team member—whether a nurse, peer specialist, or case manager—

can check in with residents and provide them with essential services and support. 

Evaluation 

The Urban Institute is conducting this evaluation in collaboration with partners from the Evaluation 

Center and the Burnes Center. The evaluation, funded by the City and County of Denver, has several 

components that will be reported on at different stages of the five-year project: implementation, 

outcomes, impact, and costs. In addition, with funding from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the 

Urban Institute is analyzing differences in health care usage and health outcomes for the evaluation’s 

target population. 

The evaluation uses a randomized controlled trial design. People who are eligible for the supportive 

housing program are randomly assigned to one of two groups: one that receives supportive housing 

services as part of the initiative (treatment group) and one that receives usual care services in the 

community (control group). To measure the outcomes of these individuals, we are collecting 

administrative data from various sources, described later in this report. In addition, we are conducting 

key informant interviews with the service providers and other key stakeholders. This report largely 

focuses on understanding the implementation of the program and tracking housing stability and jail 

outcomes. It also highlights key lessons and outcomes from the first 3.5 years of the Denver SIB. In 

2021, we will measure differences between the groups in key system outcomes using administrative 

data from the primary systems of interest, such as jails, courts, detox units, homeless shelters, and 

hospitals. 
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Research Questions 

The report answers the following questions: 

 How is the program implemented? 

 How are eligible people located and engaged? 

 How do participants take up housing and services? 

 What are the key strategies and challenges? 

 Do housed participants retain housing? 

 Do supportive housing participants spend time in jail? 

These questions are answered through two primary components of the evaluation, a process study 

and an outcomes and impact study. For more information on the methodology, see the appendix. 

Process Study 

Members of the research team from the Evaluation Center conducted site visits and interviews with 

service providers and other important stakeholders. Between February and April 2019, the Evaluation 

Center interviewed 20 leaders and key staff members from CCH, MHCD, the Corporation for 

Supportive Housing, the Crime Prevention and Control Commission, Denver County Court, Denver 

District Court Probation, and the City and County of Denver. 

Outcomes and Impact Study 

To collect outcomes on enrollment, engagement, and moves to housing, also called lease-ups, the 

research team manages a program dashboard that collects data from CCH and MHCD and tracks 

information on these key indicators, as well as program exits. The program dashboard data have 

tracked the Denver SIB since its beginning in 2016 through June 30, 2019. We also collect 

administrative data on jail stays from the Denver Sheriff Department. The jail data include information 

on the start date, end date, length of stay, and jail facility for each jail stay that a Denver SIB participant 

had between February 1, 2009 and June 30, 2019. Denver Sheriff Department employees link the jail 

data in the department’s Jail Management System database to the Denver SIB program participant 

using his or her name and jail identification number, called a CD number. Our research team worked 

with the data point of contact at the sheriff’s department to run quality checks on the data and ensure 

that no errors were made during the data pull process. 
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Who Is the Program Serving? 

Between January 2016 and December 2018, 533 people were referred to the original Denver SIB 

program (SIB 1.0) and an expansion to the program funded by the City and County of Denver (SIB 2.0). 

We have included both groups in our analysis because participants in each are drawn from the same 

referral pool and have the same qualifying characteristics that make them eligible for housing. In 

addition, some participants referred to SIB 1.0 ended up receiving housing in SIB 2.0 and vice versa, so 

we’ve combined the two groups to simplify the engagement and jail stay analysis.13 

Of the 533 individuals referred to the SIB, most were male (86 percent), and the median age was 44 

years. Forty-one percent of the referrals were white, 16 percent were black, 26 percent were Hispanic, 

and 6 percent were Native American (figure 4). 

FIGURE 4 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants Referred to Supportive Housing 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: Denver Police Department. 

People referred to the program had high rates of arrest during the three years before referral, with 

an average of 19 arrests per person during those three years (figure 5). An average of 15 of these 19 

arrests occurred when an individual was identified as transient (table A.1). Typically, program 

participants interacted with police in District 6, which is the downtown district and the smallest of the 

six police districts (figure 6). On average, 11 arrests were custodial arrests (i.e., people were 

subsequently booked into jail) and 8 were noncustodial arrests (i.e., people were given a ticket but not 
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booked into jail). Excluding the required police interaction that triggered randomization into the 

evaluation, about 50 percent of participants had at least one interaction with the DPD in the month 

before referral to the program: 44 percent had at least one police contact, 20 percent had at least one 

noncustodial arrest, and 7 percent had at least one custodial arrest (table A.2).  

Compared with the 3,363 people who remained on the eligibility list, the 533 participants who had 

been referred to the program as of December 31, 2018, were more likely to be slightly older and slightly 

less likely to be white (table A.3). 

In qualitative interviews that the research team conducted for the report on the second year of the 

initiative (Cunningham et al. 2018), service providers and program administrators confirmed that the 

earliest participants were highly vulnerable, characterized by long-term homelessness, mental health 

diagnoses, substance use, physical health issues, and an ability to survive on the streets despite many 

challenges. 

FIGURE 5 

History of Arrest and Police Interaction among Social Impact Bond Initiative Participants 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: 2013–18 Denver Police Department. 

Notes: Custodial arrests are those for which someone is booked into jail. Police contacts, noncustodial arrests, and custodial 

arrests are not mutually exclusive categories. 
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FIGURE 6 

Map of Participant Police Contacts and Arrests by Police District 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: Denver Police Department. 

Note: This map shows the location of social impact bond initiative participants at the time of the new police contact or arrest that 

made them eligible for referral to supportive housing. 

How Is the Program Enrolling and Housing Participants? 

After participants were referred to the program, Urban tracked four key milestones as CCH and MHCD 

moved participants through the engagement process: participant location, participant engagement in 

the program, housing application approval, and lease-up in housing (figure 7). 

We use both conditional and unconditional analyses to discuss the share of participants who made 

it to each milestone within six months of being referred to the program. The conditional analysis (figure 

8) shows the share of participants who reached each milestone based on when they reached the 

previous milestone and the average time between each milestone. The unconditional analysis (table 1) 

shows the share of all referred participants who reached each milestone within six months, regardless 
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of when they reached the previous milestone, and the average and median time to each milestone from 

the program referral date. Together, the two analyses offer insights into the share of referred 

participants who attained housing and provide step-by-step breakdowns that highlight potential points 

of delay within the engagement pipeline. 

In addition, we provide findings from qualitative interviews with Denver SIB partners that highlight 

challenges and successes from each milestone in the referral and engagement process during the first 

two years of implementation. 

FIGURE 7 

Milestones Tracked in Engagement Process 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

TABLE 1 

Unconditional Engagement Analysis 

 

Share of Referrals Who Reached Each Milestone 
within a Given Number of Months 

Mean days 
since 

referral 

Median 
days since 

referral N 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Participant 
location 533 48% 61% 67% 72% 75% 77% 34 16 

Participant 
engagement 533 42% 54% 60% 64% 68% 70% 38 20 

Housing 
application 
approval 533 27% 38% 45% 50% 55% 56% 50 35 

Housing 
lease-up 533 22% 33% 41% 47% 52% 54% 55 45 

Source: Colorado Coalition for the Homeless and Mental Health Center of Denver program data from January 1, 2016, to June 

30, 2019. 

Note: Only individuals referred to housing on or before December 31, 2018, are included. Data cover the first six months after 

referral. 
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FIGURE 8 

Conditional Engagement Analysis 

 

URBAN INSTITUTE  

Source: Colorado Coalition for the Homeless and the Mental Health Center of Denver program data from January 1, 2016, to 

June 30, 2019. 

Note: The data cover the first six months after referral to the program.  

Participant location refers to the date CCH and MHCD made initial direct contact with the 

participant. Within six months of referral to the program, 408 people (77 percent) were located. Most of 

these individuals were located before the six-month mark, with 61 percent located within two months 

and 72 percent located within four months. It took an average of 34 days for a service provider to locate 

someone referred to the program and a median of 16 days. 

Participant engagement refers to the date CCH and MHCD conducted a housing screening to verify 

homelessness status and the person agreed to move forward in the housing process. Within six months 
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of referral, 375 people (70 percent of referrals) were engaged. A majority of participants were engaged 

within two months of referral. Ninety-two percent of located participants made it to engagement, and 

the average amount of time between location and engagement was four days. 

Housing application approval refers to the date a participant received approval to lease up into a 

unit. Within six months of referral, 301 people (56 percent of referrals) had their housing applications 

approved. Around half of all referred people had approvals within four months. The largest drop-off 

between milestones after location occurred from participant engagement to application approval. 

Eighty percent of engaged participants had their applications approved, and the average amount of time 

between engagement and approval was 12 days. 

Lease-up refers to the date a participant signed a lease to move into a housing unit. Just over half of 

all participants referred to the program (54 percent) leased up within six months; this accounts for 288 

participants in total. Ninety-six percent of participants whose housing applications were approved 

reached the lease-up milestone, and the average amount of time between approval and lease-up was 

five days. 

Challenges and Strategies in the Engagement Pipeline 

Findings from the qualitative interviews with Denver SIB partners highlight challenges and strategies 

from each milestone in the engagement process during the first two years of implementation. More 

information on the challenges and strategies across the engagement pipeline can be found in the 

findings reports from the first and second year of the Denver SIB (Gillespie et al. 2017; Cunningham et 

al. 2018). 

PARTICIPANT LOCATION 

Making contact with potential Denver SIB participants was a challenge for CCH and MHCD because of 

the potential participants’ unsheltered status and their location throughout the Denver metropolitan 

area. The most effective strategies for overcoming these challenges were to build partnerships with 

service providers outside of the program, coordinate outreach with local health and law enforcement 

agencies, maximize internal resources, triangulate data, and educate the community about the Denver 

SIB program. 
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PARTICIPANT ENGAGEMENT IN THE PROGRAM 

Once potential participants were located, service providers used a respectful, informed, and supportive 

approach to engage participants. Many program participants were apprehensive about becoming 

involved in the program, and their consistent interactions with police and the criminal justice system 

caused them to fear and distrust the housing program. In addition, some program participants believed 

their criminal histories would preclude them from housing opportunities and had lost hope that they 

would find housing on their own. Nearly all the people in the target population struggled with substance 

use or mental health issues, which demanded skilled, compassionate, experienced staff members and 

coordination among local agencies during the engagement process. 

Both service providers used various techniques to help build trust and rapport with participants. 

The service providers also worked with the jail and court system to improve engagement. Despite 

having access to jails, staff members noted that the jail environment was not conducive to establishing 

trusting relationships with potential participants. 

HOUSING APPLICATION APPROVAL 

For program participants, filling out a housing application and receiving approval were prerequisites to 

leasing a unit. This stage of the engagement process was time-intensive. In many cases, it involved the 

use of bridge housing and depended on team members’ communication, flexibility, and commitment. 

Once potential program participants had been located and engaged, MHCD and CCH could place 

many of them in bridge housing, which allowed case managers to be in regular contact with program 

participants early in the process. Bridge housing was not always available, however, which required 

team members to be creative in strategizing how to regularly engage participants throughout this stage. 

Case managers then conducted a housing screening, with the goal of completing it within a week of 

engagement. The process of obtaining identification documents (e.g., birth certificates or state ID cards) 

and other paperwork was challenging and sometimes long. To expedite the process, service providers 

worked with the Colorado ID Project, an organization that is run by volunteers, is often staffed by 

retired lawyers and judges, and can help people get an ID quickly and efficiently. During the Denver SIB 

application approval process, ACT team members worked together seamlessly, picking up where one 

another left off. 

LEASE-UP IN HOUSING 

Leasing up was the final step in the referral and engagement process. A central tenet of the Housing 

First model is that staff members work with participants to determine the most promising housing 
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match for them and placement is based on a thorough assessment of each client’s needs and desires. 

The first step in the lease-up process was determining what type of housing—project-based or 

scattered-site—would best fit the client. Denver SIB teams discussed housing options with each 

participant and made every effort to show participants the housing units before a final decision was 

made. Ultimately, client choice and preference were honored in the housing location process. 

After clients selected a housing type, the Denver SIB teams worked to find them a unit. For both 

service providers, locating scattered-site housing and managing landlord relationships proved to be an 

initial hurdle to leasing up people. In CCH’s early experience with the program, the team had to 

negotiate landlord relationships and ensure that participants were placed in the best housing option for 

them. The CCH team understood that the first property might not be the right placement. When 

participants needed different housing options, the team made sure that they were available. MHCD 

found that finding scattered-site housing to rent from private-market landlords was very challenging. 

However, both CCH and MHCD staff members have successfully negotiated landlord relationships and 

used several strategies to recruit scattered-site properties. 

Are Participants Stably Housed? 

After participants initially signed a lease to enter housing, CCH and MHCD worked to keep them stably 

housed. From January 1, 2016, to June 30, 2019, 383 participants were housed in the SIB 1.0 and 2.0 

programs. After one year, 85 percent of all participants who could have been housed for at least one 

year were still housed (including those who reentered housing). After two years, 79 percent of all 

participants who could have been housed for at least two years were still housed (table 2). 

Housing Retention and Exits 

In the Denver SIB, housing stability is measured by whether a participant is still housed, had a planned 

exit from housing, or had an unplanned exit from housing. People are considered still housed if they 

were in housing or had reentered housing as of the milestone (i.e., six months, one year, or two years). 

Planned exits meet housing stability payment requirements and include deaths, exits to other 

permanent housing or long-term residential treatment, or incarceration in connection with actions 

solely occurring before referral to the SIB program. Deaths are included in planned exits to ensure that 

providers are not penalized for the vulnerability of some participants. To date, all of the project’s 

planned exits have been due to participant deaths. 
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Unplanned exits result from incarceration or any other interruption that causes the participant to 

be out of housing for more than 90 days. Although participants can reenter housing after an unplanned 

exit, these exits are an important measure of project performance. 

The rates of housing stability among the various cohorts in the program are promising. Six months 

after entering housing, 92 percent of people were still housed, and 3 percent had died; one year after 

entering housing, 85 percent of people were still housed, and 4 percent had died; and two years after 

entering housing, 79 percent were still housed, and 11 percent had died (table 2). 

Most unplanned exits stem from incarceration. For those who could have been housed for six 

months, 60 percent of unplanned exits were due to incarceration (table 3). This percentage increases to 

63 percent for those who could have been housed for one year and to 71 percent for those who could 

have been housed for two years. The other common causes for unplanned exits include voluntary exits 

(18 percent of total exits for those who could have been housed for one year) and housing voucher loss 

(5 percent for those who could have been housed for one year). 

TABLE 2 

Housing Retention and Exits 

 

6 Months after 
Entering Housinga 

1 Year after 
Entering Housingb 

2 Years after 
Entering Housingc 

N Share N Share N Share 

Still housed or had a planned 
exit at milestone 311 94% 252 89% 119 91% 

Still housed at milestone 302 92% 240 85% 104 79% 

Planned exits 9 3% 12 4% 15 11% 

Unplanned exits 20 6% 40 14% 24 18% 

Reentered housing 1 0% 8 3% 12 9% 

Source: These numbers represent both the original SIB program (SIB 1.0) and the SIB expansion that began in 2018 (SIB 2.0). Days 

in housing and exit data come from Colorado Coalition for the Homeless and Mental Health Center of Denver program data from 

January 1, 2016, to June 30, 2019. 

Notes: This table represents different cohorts of participants based on when an individual entered housing. “6 months after 

entering housing” applies to people who entered housing before January 1, 2019; “1 year after entering housing” applies to people 

who entered housing before July 1, 2018; and “2 years after entering housing” applies to people who entered housing before July 

1, 2017. People are considered “still housed” if they were in housing or had reentered housing as of six months, one year, or two 

years after they initially entered housing. All planned exits to date are due to participant deaths. Unplanned exits include any 

interruption that caused the participant to be out of housing for more than 90 days, most commonly due to incarceration. 
a N = 330. 
b N = 284. 
c N = 131. 
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TABLE 3 

Breakdown of Unplanned Exits 

 

6 Months after 
Entering Housing 

1 Year after 
Entering Housing 

2 Years after 
Entering Housing 

N Share N Share N Share 

Unplanned exits 20  40  24  

Incarceration 12 60% 25 63% 17 71% 

Voluntary 5 25% 7 18% 2 8% 

Voucher loss 2 10% 2 5% 4 17% 

Other 1 5% 6 15% 1 4% 

Source: Denver Sheriff Department. 

Notes: These numbers cover both the original SIB program (SIB 1.0) and the SIB expansion that began in 2018 (SIB 2.0). 

Unplanned exits include any interruption that caused the participant to be out of housing for more than 90 days. “6 months after 

entering housing” applies to people who entered housing before January 1, 2019; “1 year after entering housing” applies to people 

who entered housing before July 1, 2018; and “2 years after entering housing” applies to people who entered housing before July 

1, 2017. 

Challenges to and Strategies for Helping Participants Maintain Housing 

In the first three years of the program, staff members at both CCH and MHCD identified challenges to 

supporting participants’ stability in supportive housing. These included challenges related to the 

provision of services to clients, as well as challenges in billing Medicaid. The service providers also 

learned that a guest policy for the program units in project-based locations was needed. The most 

effective practices for promoting housing stability, according to CCH and MHCD staff members, are 

individualizing care and providing intensive services based on the specific needs of the SIB clients. More 

information on the challenges and solutions to supporting participants’ stability in the first two years of 

the evaluation can be found in the findings reports from the first and second year of the Denver SIB 

(Cunningham et al. 2018; Gillespie et al. 2017). 

During the past year of SIB implementation, CCH and MHCD continued to provide Denver SIB 

participants with supportive housing services and resources. Overall, the ACT teams provided case 

management and therapeutic and clinical services. Service providers also offered an array of social 

group activities and classes and maintained gathering spaces at single sites such as a reading room and 

courtyards. CCH and MHCD staff members also identified ongoing barriers to housing stability, 

including difficulty finding the appropriate housing for participants and navigating relationships 

between program participants. 
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CHALLENGES TO HOUSING RETENTION 

As reported in 2018, housing in the same location a large number of people in various stages of recovery 

from substance use and mental health issues can be challenging. Some participants have found living in 

a building with many people to be difficult. In addition, some participants have found that they want to 

be closer to relatives or work, or away from a triggering location. For these reasons, providers need to 

be able to relocate people when needed. 

Finding the right housing placement. In some cases, people determined that project-based housing 

was not a good fit and new vouchers were assigned or reassigned to them. Also, when participants 

move, they may receive a different voucher and have to complete the required paperwork again. 

Service providers have used over nine different voucher types throughout the project, and tracking and 

completing the relevant paperwork is difficult and time-consuming. In addition, finding scattered-site 

housing continues to be difficult as these resources are extremely limited in the Denver area. However, 

both service providers have recently made significant progress in locating scattered-site housing for 

program participants. 

Navigating relationships between participants. In scattered-site locations, problems with 

unauthorized guests or neighbor disturbances have occasionally developed. However, both CCH and 

MHCD have successfully used tenant conferences to stabilize situations and resolve conflicts. If a 

problem develops at a property, a meeting between property management, housing staff members, a 

housing counselor, and clinical staff members is held. This process helps maintain the safety and 

stability of the property. 

STRATEGIES FOR HOUSING RETENTION 

As previously reported, the most effective practices for supporting housing stability are individualizing 

care and providing intensive services based on the specific needs of the Denver SIB clients. 

Although providers are still navigating transitions, many residents are settling into their 

community. For example, CCH and MHCD created resident councils, and more than half of residents 

now attend meetings and activities. Residents also share meals and cook together. In addition, CCH has 

reported that participants have become more inclined to dive deeper into therapy or counseling. The 

providers’ buildings have created opportunities for group services and activities. As of April 2019, two-

thirds of MHCD’s residents were either employed or attending vocational activities. MHCD also 

employed a few residents who were initially afraid to work in the community but who later gained the 

confidence to move into other jobs. 
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CCH has also created an eviction prevention process to address community struggles within its 

buildings to support housing stability. Property management and clinical services staff members meet 

weekly to review problematic behaviors within the building. The prevention process includes detailed 

steps, including tenant conferences, housing goal worksheets, and eviction prevention subcommittee 

meetings to discuss preventive measures and housing stability goals. This process is time-consuming 

but helpful for communication among services providers, property management, and Denver SIB 

participants. CCH staff members note that this preventive process helps maintain high rates of housing 

stability. 

Housing Stability Success Payments 

Examining the city’s repayments to investors is another way to understand the progress of the Denver 

SIB program. In accordance with the Denver SIB contract, the Urban Institute calculated housing 

stability outcomes for the third success payment from the City and County of Denver in fall 2019 to the 

investors. Specific calculations to determine this success payment are required by the SIB contract. 

More information can be found in the companion brief to the Denver SIB governance committee 

(Cunningham et al. 2019). 

Are Participants Returning to Jail? 

The target population for the Denver SIB program is people experiencing homelessness who had been 

to jail at least eight times in three years. The program was designed to increase participants’ housing 

stability and reduce their jail stays. 

Jail Stays 

Two years after entering housing, 36 percent of participants (those who remained in the program and 

those who did not) had not returned to jail, while 64 percent had at least one jail stay (table 4A). Among 

people with at least one jail stay in the two years after entering housing, the average number of days 

spent in jail was 68, and the median was 26 (table 4B). The share of people with jail stays is lower for 

shorter time frames: within six months of entering housing, 47 percent of people had returned to jail; 

within a year of entering housing, 62 percent had. In addition, the average number of days spent in jail 

was shorter: 25 days and 41 days, respectively. 
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Without data on jail stays among a comparable group of people who are not participating in the 

Denver SIB, interpreting these findings is difficult. In the final report in June 2021, we will use the SIB’s 

randomized controlled trial research design to compare the days that participants in supportive housing 

(the treatment group) spent in jail with a group of people from the target population who continued to 

receive usual services in the community (the control group). Because of the experimental evaluation 

design, the difference in jail days will be directly attributable to the SIB supportive housing program. 

We will also explore the reasons for participants’ jail stays. From qualitative interviews with Denver 

SIB service providers, we know that participants in supportive housing may return to jail for reasons 

that support their longer-term housing stability. For example, once in housing, some participants may 

be supported in addressing an outstanding warrant. This may result in a jail stay but may also stop the 

cycle of criminal justice involvement so that participants may return to and remain in stable housing. 

TABLE 4A 

Jail Stays 

 
6 Months after 

Entering Housing 
1 Year after 

Entering Housing 
2 Years after 

Entering Housing 

 N Share N Share N Share 

No jail stays 176 53% 108 38% 47 36% 

Any jail stays 154 47% 176 62% 84 64% 

1 stay 85 26% 80 28% 29 22% 

2 stays 38 12% 41 14% 16 12% 

3 stays 22 7% 24 8% 11 8% 

4+ stays 9 3% 31 11% 28 21% 

Total 330  284  131  

TABLE 4B 

Jail Stays among People with at Least 1 Jail Stay 

 
6 months after 

entering housing 
1 year after 

entering housing 
2 years after 

entering housing 

Mean days in jail 25 41 68 

Median days in jail 11 17 26 

Mean days in housing 
before first jail stay 67 113 169 

Source: Jail data are from the Denver Sheriff Department and do not include days spent in prisons or in any jails outside Denver. 

Notes: These numbers cover both the original SIB program (SIB 1.0) and the SIB expansion that began in 2018 (SIB 2.0). “6 months 

after entering housing” applies to people who entered housing before January 1, 2019; “1 year after entering housing” applies to 

people who entered housing before July 1, 2018; and “2 years after entering housing” applies to people who entered housing 

before July 1, 2017. Jail stays are the number of bookings participants had in the first six months, the first year, or the first two 

years after they entered housing. Days in jail are calculated as the total number of days people spent in jail in the first six months, 

the first year, or the first two years after they entered housing. This analysis covers January 1, 2016, through June 30, 2019. 
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SIB Strategies for Maintaining Housing Stability while Navigating the Criminal 

Justice System 

Although the majority of Denver SIB participants return to jail at some point after they enter housing, 

their experience in the criminal justice system is often very different from what other people face as 

they cycle between jail and homelessness. When a SIB participant has a new police contact or arrest in 

Denver, SIB service providers are notified through a daily report generated with data from DPD. In 

addition, when SIB service providers haven’t seen a participant for a period of time, case managers 

begin checking for the participant in area hospitals and jails. In these ways, SIB service providers create 

a personalized safety net intended to help end a participant’s experience of homelessness and jail stays. 

According to Denver SIB service providers, the most effective strategies for achieving better 

outcomes among SIB participants are establishing relationships with and educating key actors in the 

criminal justice system and advocating for and accompanying SIB participants within the criminal justice 

system. 

ESTABLISHING RELATIONSHIPS WITH AND EDUCATING KEY ACTORS IN THE CRIMINAL 

JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Denver SIB service providers spend considerable time establishing relationships with actors in the 

criminal justice system. One service provider holds monthly meetings with the police department and 

reported that as a result, some police officers have gained a greater understanding of the challenges 

that Denver SIB participants face. Early on, staff members met with judges, public defenders, city 

attorneys, and police officers to educate them about the SIB program. On a regular basis, the SIB teams 

conduct outreach to individuals and agencies within the criminal justice system to re-introduce them to 

the SIB. 

One Denver SIB service provider elaborated on the value of establishing these relationships, 

explaining that case managers who work within the criminal justice system have more strategies and 

tools at their disposal to maintain services for SIB participants. For example, case managers can work 

with a judge to put in a court order for a program participant to be released from jail directly to them, 

rather than to the street in the middle of the night with no supports, as is often the case with people 

who have experienced homelessness. This service provider said: “That’s the smoothest way. Then the 

case manager is there. There is no lapse between getting out of jail and getting lost back to the streets. 

They just go straight to their case manager, and I think that is pretty rare. I can’t do that. It’s got to come 

from a judge, so it has to be a case manager going to court, advocating for their client, and then that can 

happen, and that’s ideal.” 
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ADVOCATING FOR AND ACCOMPANYING SIB PARTICIPANTS WITHIN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

SYSTEM 

Once notified that a SIB participant has had a new contact with DPD, SIB case managers determine 

whether the participant received a citation or were taken into custody and the date the participant is 

expected in court. Case managers then communicate with public defenders and the judge about the 

services and supports offered through the SIB program and how it intends to keep the participant 

housed.  

SIB service providers have found that a case manager’s presence at the arraignment is crucial. If the 

participant has been released, the service provider makes sure to know about the court date and often 

picks the participant up for court. Accompanying participants to court helps them cope with the anxiety 

of walking into a court room. If a person has been released on a bond, he or she is not yet represented by 

a public defender. Case managers often walk SIB participants to the public defenders’ office to set up 

the application to be assigned a defender. The process is very different for people who are not 

supported by the Denver SIB; when those individuals are released on bond, establishing communication 

with a public defender can take months. People who are incarcerated are automatically represented by 

the public defenders’ office. In that situation, SIB case managers appear on the scheduled court date and 

find out who is representing their client. SIB case managers explain the SIB program and the risk of 

losing housing that comes with a jail sentence of more than 90 days. One SIB case manager explained 

that the service providers do “whatever we can do to help show [the public defender] what this 

individual has been working on.…Usually, the public defenders are stoked to hear that.” Some clients 

have historically experienced trauma from their interactions with the legal system and cannot advocate 

for themselves. One SIB service provider said: “That’s where a second voice is really good to be able to 

say, ‘Do you mind if I tell him.…can I brag on you? They’re not 100 percent, but we’re seeing progress.’” 

SIB case managers reported that without advocates, participants are less likely to be released without 

bail and/or are more likely to receive a more severe jail sentence, or any sentence at all. 

SIB participants also benefit significantly from case management support during probation and 

pretrial processes. Case managers ensure that their clients are maintaining compliance with those 

systems and showing up for court dates consistently. Case managers are in the court room to hear 

orders regarding the participant’s bond, any pretrial service requirements, and other court orders. From 

there, Denver SIB case managers ensure that the probation officer has the client’s contact information 

and track probation check-ins, frequency of court-ordered urinalysis, in-person meetings, and other 

requirements. These are essential supports, especially in the early stages of the court process. When 
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participants are asked whether they are on probation or have other requirements to meet ahead of 

their next court dates, one SIB service provider said, “the client is usually unable to tell us.” 

Conclusions 

Over the past three years, the SIB program has housed 383 individuals who experience chronic 

homelessness in Denver. Eighty-five percent of those individuals remained housed after one year, and 

79 percent remained housed at two years. These are promising housing stability results. Does housing 

stability translate into reductions in jail stays? One year after entering housing, 38 percent of 

participants had not returned to jail, and 62 percent had at least one jail stay. Although the rate of those 

returning to jail is high, we cannot yet compare these data to jail stays among the control group, made 

up of individuals who were not offered supportive housing through the SIB program. 

The ultimate test of the program’s success will be measuring the impact. To do so, we will conduct 

an impact evaluation that will look at the differences between the treatment and control groups three 

years after enrollment in the evaluation. The analysis of the randomized controlled trial results, which 

we will report on in 2021, will allow us to draw more definitive conclusions about the impact of the 

supportive housing model on jail days for this population. 

The qualitative findings highlighted some of the challenges to maintaining housing stability for this 

vulnerable population and the importance of working across systems—mental and physical health and 

criminal justice (e.g., jails, police, coresponders)—to ensure that participants have support to remain 

housed and reduce their time in jail. The Colorado Coalition for the Homeless and the Mental Health 

Center of Denver will continue to work with these system partners as the project moves into its fourth 

year.
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Appendix 

Quantitative Methodology 

Our engagement analysis uses program data from CCH and MHCD, as well as administrative data from 

DPD. CCH data included information on the dates of participant location and engagement, housing 

application approval, and lease-up from January 2016 to December 2018. MHCD data included 

information on the dates of participant location and engagement, housing application approval, and 

lease-up from January 2017 to December 2018. DPD data provided information on the full program 

eligibility list, including demographic characteristics and all arrests from 2013 to 2018. It also covered 

data on the 533 participants referred to the supportive housing program from January 2016 to 

December 2018, including information on all arrests and contacts. For our engagement analysis, we 

conditioned our sample on people referred to the program before January 1, 2019, to ensure that we 

could analyze at least six months of data for everyone. We also limited our analysis to the first six 

months after referral. For example, for participants referred to the program in January 2018, we 

analyzed data through July 2018, and for participants referred to the program in March 2018, we 

analyzed data through September 2018. Everyone in our sample is observed for the same length of 

time.  

The housing stability and jail stay calculations use Denver Sheriff Department data on jail stays, as 

well as CCH and MHCD data on lease-ups and housing exits. Denver Sheriff Department data included 

the booking start and end dates for all jail stays from January 1, 2009, to July 1, 2019, for all people 

randomized into treatment by July 1, 2019. The CCH and MHCD data included information on the 

dates of lease-up and dates of housing exits from November 1, 2015, to July 1, 2019. 

Data Quality 

The Urban Institute works with CCH and MHCD on a regular basis to ensure that all tracking of 

program participants is up to date and accurately reflects the Denver SIB program. 

The Denver Sheriff Department data on jail stays is provided to Urban on an annual basis. In this 

year’s data extract, the Urban team found some internal inconsistencies in the data file. With the 

Denver Sheriff Department, Urban identified the issue leading to the quality error. The department 

fixed the error and pulled a new, complete dataset. To ensure that the dataset matched the original raw 

records in the department’s Jail Management System, the department’s data point person quality-
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checked a list of randomly selected jail stays for SIB participants. All the information in the quality check 

was consistent with the files Urban received, leaving no remaining quality concerns. 

Qualitative Methodology 

Our qualitative analysis is based on semistructured interviews with program partners. From February 

to April 2019, the Evaluation Center interviewed 20 people from organizations involved in the SIB 

implementation. These organizations included CCH, MHCD, the Corporation for Supportive Housing, 

Harm Reduction Action Center, Denver Health, Colorado’s Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion and 

Co-Responders programs, and the City and County of Denver, including Denver County Court, DPD, 

Denver District Court Probation, the Office of Behavioral Health Strategies, and the Denver jail. The 

interviews addressed how and why the homeless population typically enters and navigates through the 

criminal justice system, with particular emphasis on the impact of housing, behavioral health, and 

diversion programs and other social safety nets. The interviews were conducted in person or by phone 

and, with permission from interviewees, were audio-recorded and professionally transcribed. In 

addition, the evaluators received written responses to interview questions from one person. The 

evaluators used NVivo 12 to analyze these qualitative data. 
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TABLE A.1 

Mean Arrest History of Participants 3 Years before Referral 

 

Treatment 
Participantsa 

Other Eligible 
Participantsb 

 Mean Mean 

Total arrests*** 19 13 

Noncustodial arrests*** 8 5 
Custodial arrests*** 11 9 

Nontransient arrests*** 4 3 
Transient arrests*** 15 10 

Source: 2013–18 Denver Police Department data. 

Notes: Custodial arrests are those for which a person is booked into jail. Transient arrests are those that occur when a person is 

identified as transient. 

*** p<0.01 
a N = 533. 
b N = 3,363. 

TABLE A.2 

Treatment Participant Arrests or Police Contacts in Month before Referral 

 N Share 

Sample 533  

No contacts or arrests*** 268 50% 

Custodial arrest*** 35 7% 

Noncustodial arrest*** 109 20% 

Contact*** 232 44% 

Source: 2015–18 Denver Police Department data. 

Notes: Police contacts, noncustodial arrests, and custodial arrests are not mutually exclusive. These data do not include the arrest 

that triggered participants’ referral into the program.  

*** p<0.01  
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TABLE A.3 

Study Population 

 
Treatment Participants Other Eligible Participants 

  N Share N Share 

Sample 533  3,363  

Gender**  

Male 459 86% 2,752 82% 
Female 74 14% 611 18% 

Age***  

Under 17 0 0% 5 <1% 
17–20 7 1% 84 2% 
21–30 95 18% 847 25% 
31–40 118 22% 838 25% 
41–50 145 27% 788 23% 
51–60 129 24% 637 19% 
61–70 35 7% 154 5% 
71–100 4 1% 10 0% 

Race or ethnicity***  

White 221 41% 1,518 45% 
Black 83 16% 478 14% 
Hispanic 141 26% 852 25% 
Native American or Alaska Native 31 6% 77 2% 
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 <1% 19 1% 
Unknown 55 10% 419 13% 

Source: Denver Police Department. 

Notes: The mean age for treatment participants was 43 years old and for other eligible participants was 40 years old. The median 

age for treatment participants was 44 years old and for other eligible participants was 39 years old. 

** p <0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Notes
1 “Denver Home Prices & Values,” Zillow, accessed August 17, 2019, https://www.zillow.com/denver-co/home-

values/. 

2 For more information on cost burdens, see Chris Salviati, “2018 Cost Burden Report: Despite Improvements, 

Affordability Issues Are Immense,” Apartment List, September 21, 2018, 

https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/cost-burden-2018/. 

3 Chris Glynn and Alexander Casey, “Homelessness Rises Faster Where Rent Exceeds a Third of Income,” Zillow, 

December 11, 2018, https://www.zillow.com/research/homelessness-rent-affordability-22247/. 

4 Jeremy P. Meyer, “Denver City Council Votes 9-4 to Ban Homeless Camping,” Denver Post, May 14, 2012, 

https://www.denverpost.com/2012/05/14/denver-city-council-votes-9-4-to-ban-homeless-camping/. 

5 John Aguilar, “Denver Initiative 300: Effort to End Camping Ban Fails by a Wide Margin,” Denver Post, May 7, 

2019, https://www.denverpost.com/2019/05/07/camping-ban-denver-homeless-initiative-300/. 

6 See the cost of enforcement chart A, Denver 2014 costs at “The Cost of Criminalizing Homelessness,” University 

of Denver, accessed August 16, 2019, https://www.law.du.edu/d7/homeless-advocacy-policy-project/2016-

report-supporting-documents/cost-criminalizing-homelessness. 

7 For the Denver Social Impact Bond Initiative fact sheet, see Denver mayor’s office, “Mayor Hancock Announces 

Social Impact Bonds to Serve First 25 Participants at North Colorado Station,” news release, February 16, 2016, 

https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/mayors-office/newsroom/2016/mayor-hancock-

announces-social-impact-bonds-to-serve-first-25-pa.html. 

8 The investors are the Denver Foundation, the Piton Foundation, the Ben and Lucy Ana Walton Fund of the 

Walton Family Foundation, Arnold Ventures, Living Cities Blended Catalyst Fund LLC, Nonprofit Finance Fund, 

the Colorado Health Foundation, and the Northern Trust Corporation. 

9 “Housing,” Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, accessed August 17, 2018, 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/housing. 

10 “Behavioral Health Care,” Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, accessed August 17, 2018, 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/behavioral-health-care. 

11 “Community Resources and PATH,” Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, accessed August 17, 2018, 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/community-resources-and-path. 

12 “Health Services,” Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, accessed August 17, 2018, 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/health-services. 

13 The housing stability payment brief that accompanies this report is an analysis of only SIB 1.0 participants 

because investor payments are only based on that cohort. 

 

https://www.zillow.com/denver-co/home-values/
https://www.zillow.com/denver-co/home-values/
https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/cost-burden-2018/
https://www.zillow.com/research/homelessness-rent-affordability-22247/
https://www.denverpost.com/2012/05/14/denver-city-council-votes-9-4-to-ban-homeless-camping/
https://www.denverpost.com/2019/05/07/camping-ban-denver-homeless-initiative-300/
https://www.law.du.edu/d7/homeless-advocacy-policy-project/2016-report-supporting-documents/cost-criminalizing-homelessness
https://www.law.du.edu/d7/homeless-advocacy-policy-project/2016-report-supporting-documents/cost-criminalizing-homelessness
https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/mayors-office/newsroom/2016/mayor-hancock-announces-social-impact-bonds-to-serve-first-25-pa.html
https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/mayors-office/newsroom/2016/mayor-hancock-announces-social-impact-bonds-to-serve-first-25-pa.html
https://www.coloradocoalition.org/housing
https://www.coloradocoalition.org/behavioral-health-care
https://www.coloradocoalition.org/community-resources-and-path
https://www.coloradocoalition.org/health-services
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