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[bookmark: _Toc220074974]Executive Summary
Domus is a youth development organization in Stamford, Connecticut, whose work is guided by the Domus Relational Model, a framework centered around five principles: trauma-responsive practice; anti-racism; positive youth development; loving relationships; and skill-building rooted in Thoughts, Emotions, and Behaviors, a form of cognitive behavioral therapy (“TEB” skills). A substantial body of research indicates the significance of the five core principles that underlie the Domus Relational Model.[endnoteRef:2] Each principle is an important element of a supportive model, and they are interrelated. Moreover, the theoretical and evaluation base for the Domus model is strong, and the Domus model shares several similarities with other successful intervention approaches. Because the five competencies in the Domus model go beyond the supports and services in these other models, the Domus model may represent an important step forward.   [2:  Scales, P.C. (2025). A new generation of positive youth development: Inclusive opportunity and contribution for all youth through critical developmental relationships. Search Institute. https://searchinstitute.org] 

The Domus leadership team works closely with staff and is committed to using data to guide its decisions. The organization employs positive approaches for young people ages 12 to 26 who are disconnected or disengaged from school and work, empowering them to pursue their path to self-sufficiency.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Dalio Education, Boston Consulting Group. (2023). Connecticut’s unspoken crisis: Getting young people back on track. https://www.dalioeducation.org/Customer-Content/www/CMS/files/231011_Report_Final_vDigital_LowRes.pdf] 

Child Trends partnered with Domus for two years to examine the organization’s two primary outcomes-producing programs: DomusWorks and School Engagement. This work included an assessment of the evidence-base underlying the program models and a review of implementation quality, data systems, participant outcomes, and readiness for formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation. The findings presented in this executive summary and throughout the full report draw on Child Trends’ review of program and organization documents, regular meetings with Domus leadership, interviews and focus groups with staff and program participants, analysis of qualitative and quantitative program data, and the collaborative development and testing of a participant survey to assess outcomes aligned with the Domus Relational Model and theory of change.
Key implementation findings
Across both programs, Child Trends found strong evidence of Domus staff buy-in and alignment with the Relational Model. Staff consistently emphasized that love and trusting relationships form the foundation of their work with youth, enabling them to implement the remaining components of the model. Domus staff implement positive youth development using the Circle of Courage framework, which includes helping young people develop a sense of belonging, mastery, independence, and generosity. Although staff did not describe the Circle of Courage, their descriptions of how they support young people—including how they approach their case management system—reflected positive youth development concepts, particularly fostering a sense of belonging. For example, while each family advocate at a school has their own caseload, there is an expectation that each will also support all youth as needed. Elements of trauma-responsive practice, often framed through the Sanctuary model,[footnoteRef:3] appeared regularly in staff reflections, including references to social responsibility, community meetings, and safety plans. Newer staff noted that they require time and support to apply Sanctuary practices with confidence. [3:  Sanctuary Institute. (n.d.). The Sanctuary Model. https://www.thesanctuaryinstitute.org/about-us/the-sanctuary-model/
] 

Staff further described anti-racism and equity as central elements of Domus’ mission and as a recurring focus of training and booster sessions. Staff examples suggested that these practices are often youth-directed or value-driven rather than integrated into daily routines as other elements of the relational model are, providing an opportunity for leadership to clarify expectations for how anti-racism and equity should be reflected in day-to-day staff interactions with participants. As a regular part of their practice, staff also described using TEB skills, which come from an evidence-based curriculum of five discrete skills derived from cognitive-behavioral therapy. These skills, designed to be delivered by non-clinicians in a community-based setting, help young people to understand the connection between their thoughts, emotions, and behaviors, change unhelpful thoughts and behaviors that perpetuate negative cycles, and ultimately respond in more regulated and intentional ways.
Program-specific findings showed strong alignment with intended models. In DomusWorks, youth and staff emphasized that the program is about far more than employment. Youth described feeling loved, supported, and personally and professionally guided. The program’s flexible pacing allows youth to take different paths toward being work-ready. Analyses across qualitative data, dosage records, and program outcomes show that this flexibility enables outcomes-based progression for youth through the program, with variation across participants in length of time elapsed between program enrollment and successful program exit. In School Engagement, staff and youth consistently described frequent face-to-face contact—often exceeding dosage expectations—and emphasized the importance of long-term relationships, socioemotional support, and academic assistance as core drivers of improved attendance and graduation outcomes.
Key outcomes and dosage findings
Analyses of DomusWorks and School Engagement program data highlight several important trends in participant progress, service delivery, and long-term outcomes. In both programs, participants receive regular face-to-face contact with frontline program staff who are key to delivering Domus’ Relational Model approach.[footnoteRef:4] The majority of participants successfully complete the programs and remain on track with their educational or employment journey for a year after leaving the programs. Specific key findings for each program are described below.  [4:  Domus Kids. (n.d.). Approach. https://domuskids.org/approach/ ] 

DomusWorks program
Numerous evaluations of employment and training programs conducted over recent decades suggest that, on average, such programs produce small but positive impacts on employment outcomes. More successful models tend to be comprehensive, offering intensive services and intentionally linking training with work. This evidence provides optimism that DomusWorks may have positive impacts on participants’ employment outcomes and pathways toward self-sufficiency. This optimism is further strengthened by the integration of the Domus Relational Model, which augments more traditional workforce approaches with relational, trauma-informed, and youth-centered supports. 
Frontline staff consistently deliver supportive in-person case management services as participants progress from building skills, to being employment-ready, and into the retention phase of the DomusWorks program. However, our analysis also found that attendance at the social enterprise job site was lower than expected, with many participants attending fewer than the targeted four days per week. DomusWorks staff and program directors used these findings to identify gaps in how attendance was tracked, made course corrections, and are now monitoring attendance data for improvement. 
Most participants reach employment-ready status—that is, they are ready to seek employment outside of the Domus social enterprise—within six months. Young people who have encountered a greater number of obstacles—particularly challenges related to violence, incarceration, or complex caregiver relationships—require more time to reach this milestone. Among participants who have exited the program, 76 percent exited successfully (calculated among participants who exited either successfully or unsuccessfully; participants who exited for neutral reasons, such as moving out of the area, are not included in this estimate); to exit the program successfully, participants must maintain fulltime employment[footnoteRef:5] outside of Domus for six months, a period of time during which they continue to receive job coaching from Domus staff. About 24 percent exited unsuccessfully, by disengaging from the program without being determined by Domus to be employment-ready or leaving without full-time employment; these participants are more likely to be those who have faced numerous obstacles.  [5:  Program Success is defined as a participant securing a full-time job with employer or state benefits, or enrolling in an education/training program, and remaining employed or program for at least six months. ] 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Long-term outcomes among successful participants are strong. Among the 28 participants who had been out of the program for at least 12 months, 96 percent were employed full-time with benefits one year after program exit.
School Engagement program
Programs that reflect available research and theory are generally more successful in achieving outcomes than ad hoc interventions. Importantly, the Domus School Engagement program model is aligned with emerging research on effective academic programs, especially its recognition that social and emotional competencies can foster academic success. In addition, the program design reflects research on adolescent and child development, specifically the importance of seeking holistic outcomes (social, emotional, physical, and mental well-being outcomes, not just academic outcomes) across developmental domains. Research also recognizes that development takes place over time, and is influenced by varied social and structural contexts on development. The School Engagement program is premised on this understanding, providing strong social and personal supports to students over time.
Family Advocates in the School Engagement program consistently provide the expected face-to-face support and interactions. This in-person support is associated at the 95% confidence level with stronger school attendance and consistent grade promotion, high school graduation, and long-term outcomes, although it is not associated with suspension rates. In contrast, teacher connection and family engagement services show some association with negative short-term outcomes, suggesting that these services may be activated in response to emerging challenges. Many students do not regularly receive the full expected combination dosage of face-to-face contact, family engagement, and teacher connection services every month.
Program success is common: among the students who exited the program, 74 percent did so successfully by graduating from high school and enrolling in post-secondary education/training or attaining full time employment.[footnoteRef:6] Twenty-six percent of students exited the program unsuccessfully, by disengaging from the program before graduation. As in the DomusWorks program, long-term outcomes among successful program graduates are quite strong: 90 percent were employed full-time or in school a year after leaving the program. [6:  Similar to the DomusWorks program, some participants leave the School Engagement program for neutral reasons, such as changing schools. Those participants are not counted in these estimates of successful or unsuccessful completion. ] 

Measurement development and theory of change
To strengthen Domus’ ability to track progress toward outcomes and support continuous improvement, Child Trends and Domus leadership collaborated to visualize the organization’s theory of change (Figure 1) and translate it into measurable survey constructs such as self-regulation, self-worth, perseverance, interpersonal relationships, and teamwork. Child Trends and Domus leadership further refined how the theory of change translates into participant-reported survey questions. Survey items were developed iteratively with leadership and staff, refined through cognitive interviews with youth, and psychometrically tested with more than 150 School Engagement participants and 40 DomusWorks participants, resulting in strong, reliable scales. Domus is now administering the revised surveys annually across both programs. One of many noteworthy findings from this work is the very positive ratings that participants give to their experiences with Domus. For example, most participants in the School Engagement and DomusWorks programs who completed the Relational Model survey reported that they felt loved all or most of the time, that they felt that staff listen to them, that they felt as though they belong in the Domus community, and that Domus has taught them how they can change their lives for the better. Child Trends was unable to identify comparable survey data for representative samples to provide a ready comparison with these Domus measures.

Figure 1. Domus Relational Model Developed to Identify Survey Constructs
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Evaluation readiness
Taken together, findings from the implementation evaluation, program data analyses, and measurement development indicate that Domus is well-positioned for a future formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation. 
Domus demonstrates:
· Strong staff buy-in to the Relational Model
· Consistent delivery of core program components
· A culture committed to continuous improvement
· A clear and measurable theory of change
· Reliable participant-level measures aligned with expected outcomes
Overall, the evidence suggests that Domus has a solid foundation for an evaluation that could rigorously assess its programs’ impacts. The School Engagement program is closer to being ready for an experimental or quasi-experimental design than DomusWorks, which currently serves a smaller number of youth; a larger sample would be needed to potentially achieve statistical significance. Ongoing refinements—particularly around implementation of the Anti-Racism and Equity aspects of the Relational Model and increasing dosage consistency in services beyond the face-to-face connections with program staff —will further strengthen Domus’ readiness for formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation and enhance its ability to deliver effective relational, equity-centered, trauma-responsive, positive youth development services.

[bookmark: _Toc220074975]Introduction 
An estimated 63,000 youth ages 14 to 26 are disconnected from school and work in Connecticut[endnoteRef:3]—a number that can accumulate each year if youth are not provided with supports and interventions to re-engage them in educational and employment opportunities. These young people need supports that enable them to complete high school and job training, providing a pathway to economic mobility for youth and enhancing the state’s prosperity.  [3:  Dalio Education, Boston Consulting Group. (2023, October). Connecticut’s unspoken crisis: Getting young people back on track [Report]. https://www.dalioeducation.org/Customer-Content/www/CMS/files/231011_Report_Final_vDigital_LowRes.pdf] 

To address this issue, several organizations in Connecticut are working to engage and train youth to succeed in school and in the labor market. One of these organizations is Domus, located in Stamford, CT. Child Trends has worked collaboratively with Domus for two years across two phases. The first phase was a six-month project to assimilate and appreciate the Domus model. Building on this understanding, Child Trends prepared an assessment of Domus’ readiness for evaluation, providing a broad overview of the DomusWorks and School Engagement programs and their readiness for a formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation. In addition, Child Trends reviewed the underlying philosophy of the Domus approach relative to research and theory on youth development, as well as previous evaluations of similar programs. A report was shared with Domus in July 2024. 
During the second phase of this engagement, Child Trends collaborated with Domus staff members to complete an implementation evaluation, identify constructs for outcomes that Domus expects to result from implementation of its Relational Model, develop and test a survey for participants designed to assess these constructs, analyze program data from the School Engagement and Domus Works programs, and update the Evaluation Readiness Assessment.
This final report includes updated material from the initial July 2024 report (in The Domus Model and Research Review sections); these updated research reviews continue to support the Domus model, including the School Engagement and DomusWorks programs. Importantly, this report also provides summaries of the additional work completed during the following year and a half. In addition to this report, multiple documents are also shared; because of their size, they are linked in appendices.
[bookmark: _Toc220074976]The Domus Model
Domus developed the Domus Relational Model to guide their work to reconnect and support youth who are disengaged and disconnected from school and work. Child Trends’ overview of the Domus Relational Model explored whether and how the Domus model is based in theory and research.
This model is based on five core principles:
· Trauma-Responsive Practice
· Being Anti-racist and Fostering Equity
· Positive Youth Development (PYD)
· Implementing Love
· Skill-Building in Thoughts, Emotions, and Behaviors (TEB)
These principles are intended to permeate all services and interactions across Domus’ programs, including the School Engagement and DomusWorks programs, which are the focus of this report. Considerable time and effort are spent training staff to absorb these principles and use them in their ongoing work. Extensive training is conducted during an initial orientation when staff are hired, and through training and discussion sessions. In addition to providing training on these core competencies, Domus offers training in response to new questions that arise and to build specific skills that are identified by staff.
[bookmark: _Toc220074977]Research Review  
[bookmark: _Hlk210725419]A substantial body of research indicates the significance of the five core principles that underlie the Domus Relational Model.[endnoteRef:4] Each principle is an important element of a supportive model, and they are interrelated. Moreover, these five core components flow conceptually. That is, these core components go from recognizing and addressing the challenges arising from trauma and racism, to denoting the effects of these challenges on the thoughts, emotions, and behaviors (TEB) of youth, to identifying the more general skills that Domus employs to support these youth with the practices of PYD and love. Then, Domus leverages those relationships to advance continued skill-building in a young person’s management of their thoughts, emotions, and behaviors, which is a skillset that underlies the ability of a young person to express the “professional skills” essential for success in the traditional educational and workforce environments. [4:  Scales, P.C. (2025). A new generation of positive youth development: Inclusive opportunity and contribution for all youth through critical developmental relationships. Search Institute. https://searchinstitute.org] 

We recognize that experiencing socioeconomic disadvantage is frequently associated with experiencing trauma and racism.[endnoteRef:5],[endnoteRef:6] Moreover, the negative thoughts, emotions, and behaviors that result from socioeconomic disadvantage, trauma, and racism can undermine a youth’s recovery, well-being, and later socioeconomic success.[endnoteRef:7] Thus, youth need educational and employment program interventions—such as the DomusWorks and School Engagement programs—delivered in a community committed to PYD and love. These education and employment program interventions are essential settings for the implementation of the core components of the Domus Relational Model. [5:  Assari, S. (2020). Family socioeconomic status and exposure to childhood trauma: Racial differences. Children, 7(6): 57. https://doi.org/10.3390/children7060057]  [6:  Williams, D. R., Priest, N., & Anderson, N. B. (2016). Understanding associations among race, socioeconomic status, and health: Patterns and prospects. Health Psychology, 35(4), 407-411. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000242]  [7:  Beech, B. M., Ford, C., Thorpe, R. J., Jr., Bruce, M. A., & Norris, K. C. (2021). Poverty, racism, and the public health crisis in America. Frontiers in Public Health, 9: 699049. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2021.699049] 

Implementing love. An emphasis on love goes beyond what most programs aspire to offer. It signals that Domus staff intend to go beyond the usual program practices to offer participants what so many lack—philia, a caring commitment or deep friendship that is without caveats or reservations. Domus notes that “scientific research reveals the scientific underpinnings of the healing power of love. Our physiology is built for and thrives on love. Research shows that during attuned, caring interactions, our brains, oxytocin (the hormone that circulates throughout our brain and body), and our vagus nerve (the tenth cranial nerve that runs from our brain stem down to our heart, lungs, and other internal organs) work together, to create a virtuous cycle of resilience, wisdom and health. Furthermore, love, manifested through attuned interactions, where we have a sense of “I feel you, feeling me,” plays an essential role in healing, connection and growth.” While love cannot be randomly assigned and validated, there is substantial evidence from evaluations, such as evaluations of mentoring programs, that positive, supportive, and consistent relationships are associated with program recruitment, engagement, and completion.[endnoteRef:8], [endnoteRef:9], [endnoteRef:10], [endnoteRef:11], [endnoteRef:12], [endnoteRef:13], [endnoteRef:14] [8:  Liberman, A., Habteselasse, S., Hanft, S., & Moore, K. A. (2021). Youth programs can improve engagement by reducing barriers and strengthening relationships. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/blog/youth-programs-can-improve-engagement-by-reducing-barriers-and-strengthening-relationships]  [9:  Sterrett, E. M., Jones, D .J., McKee, L. G., & Kincaid, C. (2011). Supportive non-parental adults and adolescent psychosocial functioning: Using social support as a theoretical framework. American Journal of Community Psychology, 48(0), 284-295. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9429-y]  [10:  Lippman, L. H., Moore, K. A., Guzman, L., Ryberg, R., McIntosh, H., Ramos, M. F., Caal, S., Carle, A., & Kuhfeld, M. (2014). Flourishing children: Defining and testing indicators of positive development. Springer Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8607-2]  [11:  Hair, E. C., Moore, K. A., Ling, T. J., McPhee-Baker, C., & Brown, B. V. (2009). Youth who are “disconnected” and those who then reconnect: assessing the influence of family, programs, peers and communities. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/youth-who-are-disconnected-and-those-who-then-reconnect-assessing-the-influence-of-family-programs-peers-and-communities-3]  [12:  Moore, K.A., Lantos, H, and Redd, Z. 2023. Lessons from Generation Work on incorporating positive youth development into employment training. April. Bethesda, MD: Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/lessons-from-generation-work-on-incorporating-positive-youth-development-into-employment-training ]  [13:  Fredrickson, B.L. (2013). Love 2.0: Creating happiness and health in moments of connection. 
Plume Books.]  [14:  Siegel, D.J. (2010). Mindsight: The new science of personal transformation. Bantam Publishing.] 

Trauma-responsive practice. Research consistently finds that experiencing acute and chronic trauma is associated with negative physical and emotional health, a lack of self-regulation, behavior problems, substance abuse, and poor social relationships.[endnoteRef:15] Because experiencing trauma can profoundly undermine development, trauma-responsive practices are employed to avoid triggering traumatic memories, assure safety, avoid repetition of traumatic experiences, and support young people to move beyond the trauma they have experienced.[endnoteRef:16],[endnoteRef:17] Informed by recent understandings of trauma, a youth development professional asks not “What is wrong with you?” but “What happened to you?”[endnoteRef:18] Some evidence indicates that trauma-responsive practices can improve outcomes.[endnoteRef:19],[endnoteRef:20] Domus uses the Sanctuary model to support trauma-responsive interactions with participants. This model is an approach to creating a trauma-responsive community that has a conceptual framework, a toolkit, and a specific strategy, such that according to the developer: ”When an organization makes the commitment to implement Sanctuary, trains its staff in the philosophical underpinnings, embraces the language of [Safety, Emotion, Loss, and Future], and uses the Sanctuary tools, its members can expect to see improved outcomes for clients, improved staff retention and satisfaction, and decreased violence.”[endnoteRef:21]  Experiencing trauma and adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) are correlated, and experiences with ACEs can cause trauma. Moreover, there is a strong association between experiencing multiple ACEs and poor outcomes.[endnoteRef:22] The Sanctuary model’s theoretical underpinnings recognize the experiences of racism and poverty (which have recently been included in the list of ACEs, such as the Philadelphia Urban ACEs list) as potentially traumatic experiences.  [15:  Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. (2022). Trauma and violence. https://www.samhsa.gov/trauma-violence]  [16:  Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. (2014). SAMHSA's concept of trauma and guidance for a trauma-informed approach (HHS Publication No. (SMA) 14-4884). https://ncsacw.acf.hhs.gov/userfiles/files/SAMHSA_Trauma.pdf ]  [17:  Bartlett, J. D., & Steber, K. (2019). How to implement trauma-informed care to build resilience to childhood trauma. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/how-to-implement-trauma-informed-care-to-build-resilience-to-childhood-trauma]  [18:  Sweeney, A., Filson, B., Kennedy, A., Collinson, L., & Gillard, S. (2018). A paradigm shift: Relationships in trauma-informed mental health services. BJPsych Advances, 24(5), 319-333. https://doi.org/10.1192/bja.2018.29]  [19:  Murphy, K., Moore, K. A., Redd, Z., & Malm, K. (2017). Trauma-informed child welfare systems and children's well-being: A longitudinal evaluation KVC's Bridging the Way Home initiative. Children and Youth Services Review, 75, 23-34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.008]  [20:  Redd, Z., Malm, K., Moore, K., Murphy, K., & Beltz, M. (2017). KVC's Bridging the Way Home: An innovative approach to the application of Trauma Systems Therapy in child welfare. Children and Youth Services Review, 76, 170-180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.013]  [21:  Sanctuary Institute. 2023. Sanctuary Institute: The Sanctuary Model. https://www.thesanctuaryinstitute.org/about-us/the-sanctuary-model/]  [22:  Hughes, K., Bellis, M. A., Hardcastle, K. A., Sethi, D., Butchart, A., Mikton, C., Jones, L., & Dunne, M. P. (2017). The effect of multiple adverse childhood experiences on health: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet Public Health, 2(8), e356-e366. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(17)30118-4] 

Being anti-racist and fostering equity. Being anti-racist and fostering equity has a strong research base, indicating that people who are belittled, mistreated, discriminated against, and insulted because of their race and/or ethnicity are very negatively affected.[endnoteRef:23] Such experiences arise from structural inequities and are associated with academic, social, emotional, and economic disparities.[endnoteRef:24] One way that organizations that serve young people of color ensure that they are not continuing or compounding the negative effects of racism and inequity is to train staff on personal bias, identity, and historical and contemporary racism. This kind of training assumes that those who implicitly or explicitly engage in racist practices need to understand racism and how their biases and actions affect others, and works to build the capacity of staff and leadership to discuss racism and its effects. Organizations engage in other practices to ensure equity, such as disaggregating program data to see if youth from all backgrounds are benefitting from services, hiring staff with similar backgrounds as their youth participants, thinking intentionally about who is being served by their programs, and giving youth participants opportunities to give input and creating a safe space within which youth can speak up. Work at Child Trends explicitly distinguishes practices that promote racial equity and inclusion from other practices, such as PYD, noting that programs need to specifically focus on being anti-racist and address both explicit racism and implicit racism.[endnoteRef:25] [23:  Geronimus, A. T. (2023). Weathering: The extraordinary stress of ordinary life in an unjust society (1st ed.). Little, Brown Spark.]  [24:  Ross, M., Piña, G., Moore, K. A., Warren, J., & Bateman, N. (2022). Diverging employment pathways among young adults: Racial inequality. Brookings Institute. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/pathways-to-upward-mobility-racial-and-ethnic-inequality/]  [25:  Redd, Z., Moore, K. A., & Andrews, K. (2020). Embedding a racial equity perspective in the positive youth development approach. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/embedding-racial-equity-perspective-positive-youth-development-approach ] 

As mentioned, a frequent contextual correlate of trauma and racism are socioeconomic disadvantages. When they co-occur, the implications can be particularly burdensome. Accordingly, Domus is focused on addressing how these harmful experiences are expressed in youths’ thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. 
Addressing thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. Reflecting harmful experiences of trauma and racism, many youth and young adults manifest feelings and behaviors that undermine their forward movement in education and work settings. Again, preventing such problems is preferable for youth and society. However, because of trauma, systemic racism, and socioeconomic disadvantages, many young people come to Domus dealing with varied adverse experiences across settings and over time, and these experiences affect their behaviors and emotions. Education, therapy, counseling, and group discussion can address these manifestations. Domus uses the TEB framework, an adaptation of cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) that can be used by trained non-clinical staff to build skills among participants through interactions with staff in varied and some relatively informal settings. There is substantial evidence for the efficacy of CBT in improving young people’s self-regulation.[endnoteRef:26],[endnoteRef:27] While we are not aware of a formal evaluation of TEB, it is similar to CBT, which has been evaluated many times and found to be effective. [26:  O’Connell, M. E., Boat, T., & Warner, K. E. (Eds.). (2009). Preventing mental, emotional, and behavioral disorders among young people: Progress and possibilities. The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/12480]  [27:  Hofmann, S. G., Asnaani, A., Vonk, I. J. J., Sawyer, A. T., & Fang, A. (2012). The efficacy of cognitive behavioral therapy: A review of meta-analyses. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 36, 427-440. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-012-9476-1 ] 

Positive youth development. Considerable research indicates that positive reinforcement (e.g., praise) is more effective than negative reinforcement or punishment.[endnoteRef:28] Research finds that positive reinforcement has larger and longer lasting effects on increasing desired behaviors. Accordingly, positive reinforcement is recommended for parents and increasingly for programs.[endnoteRef:29],[endnoteRef:30] Several decades ago, programming for youth focused on providing information about various risks, such as substance use and teen pregnancy, with modest effects.[endnoteRef:31] Scare tactics were also employed, but negative evaluations have discounted this approach. Service provision was added to interventions; for example, drug treatment and contraception have been provided in programs. This is useful, but information and services alone were not sufficient, as impacts were quite modest. Gradually, service providers, followed by the research community, came to understand that positive, respectful, supportive relationships need to be part of the mix and positive outcomes need to be assessed. The field of PYD was born and has increasingly been accepted.,[endnoteRef:32],[endnoteRef:33] There is evidence that PYD interventions in schools lead to improved self-confidence and positive socioemotional behaviors.[endnoteRef:34] [28:  Scott, H. K., Jain, A., & Cogburn, M. (2023). Behavior modification. StatPearls [Internet]. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK459285/ ]  [29:  Whitney, T., & Ackerman, K. B. (2020). Acknowledging student behavior: A review of methods promoting positive and constructive feedback. Beyond Behavior, 29(2), 86-94. https://doi.org/10.1177/1074295620902474 ]  [30:  Youth.gov. (N.d.) Effectiveness of positive youth development programs. https://youth.gov/youth-topics/effectiveness-positive-youth-development-programs ]  [31:  Moore, K.A. 2016. Why positive youth development works. April. Bethesda, MD: Child Trends. 
https://www.childtrends.org/publications/why-positive-youth-development-works]  [32:  Moore, K. A., & Keyes, C. L. M. (2003). A brief history of the study of well-being in children and adults. In M. H. Bornstein, L. Davidson, C. L. M. Keyes, K. A. Moore, & The Center for Child Well-being (Eds.), Well-being: Positive development across the life course. Erlbaum.]  [33:  Moore, K. A. (2017). Commentary: Positive youth development goes mainstream. Child Development, 88(4), 1175-1177. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12874]  [34:  Curran, T., & Wexler, L. (2016). School-based positive youth development: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of School Health, 87(1), 71-80. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12467] 

The PILOT[endnoteRef:35] tool, developed by Child Trends, building on positive youth development research and experience, identifies ways to incorporate PYD concepts into workforce settings for young adults. Each letter in PILOT represents a PYD characteristic: [35:  Moore, K. A., Lantos, H., Murphy, K., Redd, Z., & Beckwith, S. (2018). The PILOT assessment: A guide to integrating positive youth development into workforce training settings. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/the-pilot-assessment-a-guide-to-integrating-positive-youth-development-into-workforce-training-settings] 

· Positive relationships are defined as supportive, caring, affirming, respectful, and reliable. 
· Improved skills include setting goals and encouraging and helping youth develop both hard and soft skills. 
· Linkages help participants connect and network with one another and staff and encourage recognition of connections to family, neighborhood, other programs, and community. 
· Opportunities to contribute and belong emphasize ways for all participants to take initiative, demonstrate leadership, give back to their community, and feel like a part of the program and the community. 
· Trustworthy and safe settings are programs that provide a supportive, professional, positive, and constructive setting that promotes emotional and physical safety for persons of all racial, ethnic, gender, religious, and sexual orientations.
Domus staff are trained in the components of the Domus Relational Model, which is vital to helping youth build the skills they need to achieve their goals: providing trauma-responsive care to youth and ensuring that youth feel safe; maintaining an anti-racist and equity centered program that actively recognizes and addresses the challenges that youth face; encouraging a spirit of generosity, belonging, and agency through PYD; interacting with youth so they feel genuinely loved and cared for by implementing the program with an emphasis on love; and emotional and self-regulation skill building using a psychology-responsive cognitive behavioral approach.
[bookmark: _Toc172028667]Domus School Engagement program
Overview of the School Engagement program
The Domus School Engagement program provides youth who are disengaged from school with intentional, intensive, and supportive one-on-one relationships with Domus’ Family Advocates throughout their four years in high school. The School Engagement program aims to recruit 9th-grade students (incoming, repeat, or those referred in the first quarter of the school year) who “have an attendance rate between 50 and 85% and/or who have been suspended, arrested, expelled, or have documented externalizing behaviors.” By fostering supportive relationships among School Engagement participants and their Family Advocates, the program intends to build youths’ socioemotional skills, positive attitudes about school, and effective habits that allow them to graduate high school and either attend and persist in post-secondary education or secure and maintain unsubsidized employment, on a path to self-sufficient income. The primary vehicle to help young people build these skills is the intensive, loving relationships that the program’s Family Advocates develop with students, through which they deliver TEB skills as foundational to others.
The School Engagement program currently serves about 400 students across three high schools in Stamford. Domus typically recruits youth as they enter ninth grade and engages them throughout their four years in high school. Youth enrolled in the School Engagement program have lower attendance rates in middle school (between 50% and 85%) than other students. In addition, youth who are enrolled tend to experience other difficulties at school, including suspension, expulsion, justice system involvement, or externalizing behavior problems. At times, Domus enrolls some youth who fall slightly outside of these criteria, and it will, for example, occasionally enroll students after ninth grade. However, all youth who fall outside the School Engagement criteria will fit within Domus’s target population, since the overall Domus target population is slightly broader in terms of age and experience than the School Engagement program. 
Program implementation happens across three high schools in Stamford: Westhill High School (Domus Vikings), Stamford High School (Domus Knights), and the Anchor School, an alternative school for overage and under-credited youth attended by Domus participants who transfer from Westhill or Stamford. About 18 Domus staff work across the schools, with the majority working at Westhill High School and Stamford High School. Family Advocates maintain a caseload of about 25 students. While there are slight differences in the built environment, culture, and populations served by the different schools, this largely does not affect the implementation of the program. Upon high school graduation, youth typically enroll in postsecondary school or find a full-time job, and a few enroll in Domus’ workforce development program, DomusWorks. 
As noted above, the program centers on relationship building between the Family Advocate and the youth. This relationship building occurs regularly in weekly face-to-face, one-on-one meetings. In these meetings, the young person and the Family Advocate may address stressors that the youth is experiencing and teach or model interpersonal and communication skills, including TEB skills. Family Advocates also interact with students outside of weekly meetings by providing youth with transportation to or from school, walking them to class, texting or calling them, utilizing teachable moments, or supporting them at after-school activities. Trust and relationship building takes time and effort; staff are affable yet persistent and agentic in youth outreach and engagement.
In their relationship building and advocacy, Family Advocates also keep an open line of communication with their students’ larger network, including teachers, families, and other Domus and school staff. Family Advocates meet weekly with teachers to discuss and troubleshoot any issues, since Family Advocates are not in the classroom. Similarly, Family Advocates communicate with students’ families to keep family members informed and ensure that the youth’s needs are met outside of school. Family Advocates often help with the basic needs of the youth and their family, which can include connecting students and families to existing resources (like SNAP, rental or utility assistance, or other resources available within the community) or providing the family with the needed resource directly (such as a gift card to a local grocery store or assistance purchasing college textbooks and supplies). Family Advocates may also work closely with school psychologists and counselors when possible and necessary. Also, Family Advocates may mediate conflicts between students (including, sometimes, students who are in the school but not on their caseload) and use restorative justice practices to address conflicts in partnership with school staff, such as school resource officers and staff of other Domus services, such as the Juvenile Review Board.
When it comes to participant tracking and data entry, Domus’ procedures are closely aligned with the organization’s philosophy and the Domus Relational Model. For example, when youth are recruited and enrolled, they are not given an intake assessment. Once young people are determined to meet the eligibility criteria, there is no need to further assess their status. Domus employs Salesforce as their data entry system to track participant information. Staff track obstacles based on a list of ACEs and urban ACEs and input them as they arise or come up in conversation (obstacles need not be recent or current). Within Salesforce, staff also track each touchpoint they have with youth. Staff are expected to have 30 minutes of contact with students per week, connect with at least one teacher per week, and make one family connection per month. In addition, staff track student attendance, credits, on-time promotion (calculated automatically in Salesforce based on credits), suspensions, attendance incentives, qualification for reduced dosage because they are doing well, and graduation status while the youth are in the program and in school. After graduation, staff track whether the student is working or in school at six months and one year.
The Domus team provides School Engagement staff with comprehensive and regular training sessions to learn and practice the skills vital to their roles and to deepen their understanding of the components within the Domus Relational Model. Trainings cover a range of relevant topics, including recognizing anxiety in teens, supporting non-binary youth, and preventing drug overdose. Incorporating regular trainings on staff roles and expectations highlights the growth-focused culture prevalent among the Domus staff and across the organization.
Review of research on School Engagement approaches
Numerous interventions have sought to improve academic success among students, ranging from preschool through high school. Below, we summarize several relevant programs that have been studied. Many programs have improved school performance through interventions such as tutoring, but unfortunately, many have failed to improve educational outcomes.[endnoteRef:36] Again, as with PYD, a learning process led educators to recognize the non-academic issues faced by students from families with low incomes, and from schools and communities that have high concentrations of disadvantage and disinvestment, undermine their academic success. A student who is homeless, experiences violence, is hungry, or needs eyeglasses, for example, will face challenges focusing on their schoolwork. Accordingly, models have evolved to address these needs. The goal of these models is to increase youths’ academic success, and practitioners recognized that both academic and non-academic inputs are needed to achieve that goal. Communities in Schools (CIS) is an early example of a model that aims to affect academic outcomes by addressing a child, family, and community’s needs holistically.[endnoteRef:37] Other examples are City Connects and the Building Assets, Reducing Risks (BARR) model.[endnoteRef:38] [36:  Lee, Y., Jonson-Reid, M., & McCrary, S. (2010). The effect of the Experience Corps® program on student reading outcomes. Education and Urban Society, 44. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124510381262]  [37:  Somers, M., & Haider, Z. (2017). Using integrated student supports to keep kids in school: A quasi-experimental evaluation of communities in schools. MDRC. https://www.mdrc.org/work/publications/using-integrated-student-supports-keep-kids-school]  [38:  Bos, H., Graczewski, C., & Dhillon, G. (2022). Building assets and reducing risks (BARR) I3 scale-up evaluation. American Institutes for Research. https://www.air.org/resource/report/building-assets-and-reducing-risks-barr-i3-scale-evaluation] 

As noted above, research has established that the core components of the Domus Relational Model are evidence-based. It is also useful to acknowledge the research base that supports the use of these principles in school settings. 
For example, research has outlined how having supportive relationships with non-parent adults (including teachers, members of a young person’s community, and mentors) can positively influence a young person’s school attitudes, motivation, self-competence, and school attendance.[endnoteRef:39],[endnoteRef:40] Domus characterizes loving relationships between staff and students by a sense of feeling seen, heard, and affirmed.  [39:  Sterrett, E. M., Jones, D. J., McKee, L. G., & Kincaid, C. (2011). Supportive non-parental adults and adolescent psychosocial functioning: Using social support as a theoretical framework. American Journal of Community Psychology, 48(0), 284-295. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-011-9429-y ]  [40:  Moore, K. A., Lantos, H., Murphy, K., Redd, Z., & Beckwith, S. (2018). The PILOT assessment: A guide to integrating positive youth development into workforce training settings. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/the-pilot-assessment-a-guide-to-integrating-positive-youth-development-into-workforce-training-settings] 

Trauma has been increasingly recognized as an impediment to learning and to development more generally. Given the widespread prevalence of youth who have had traumatic experiences including “violence, crime, or abuse in their homes, schools, and communities,” it is important that staff in Stamford schools (and elsewhere), where youth spend much of their time, have the awareness, training, and confidence to appropriately support young people with a trauma-responsive approach so that young people can succeed emotionally, socially, and in turn, academically.[endnoteRef:41],[endnoteRef:42] [41:  U.S. Department of Justice. (2020). Children exposed to violence. https://www.ojp.gov/program/programs/cev#:~:text=A%20study%20of%20a%20national,homes%2C%20schools%2C%20and%20communities]  [42:  Thomas, M. S., Crosby, S., & Vanderhaar, J. (2019). Trauma-informed practices in schools across two decades: An interdisciplinary review of research. Review of Research in Education, 43(1), 422-452. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821123] 

The majority of students in the School Engagement program are young people of color.[endnoteRef:43] Accordingly, running the school engagement program with an anti-racist and equity-focused approach is critical and goes hand-in-hand with being trauma-responsive and ensuring that youth feel like they are safe when they are at school.[endnoteRef:44],[endnoteRef:45] It is important for staff to be aware of the historical context of racism in schools (and in society at large) and  actively maintain anti-racist practices.  [43:  Domus Kids & Stamford Public Schools. (2023). Domus school engagement FY23 end-of-year report.]  [44:  Villavicencio, A., Klevan, S., Conlin, D., & Hill, K. (2022). "It's a marathon, not a sprint": The implementation and outcomes of a yearlong racial justice intervention. American Educational Research Association Open, 8. https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584221107674]  [45:  Zimmerman, M. A., & Astor, R.A. (2021). Racism obstructs the path to school safety and educational equity: The need for an anti-racism focus in school violence prevention. Journal of School Health, 91, 443-446. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12018] 

Empowering youth through PYD is particularly important to the outcomes of the School Engagement model, which focuses on building the self-regulation skills and social behaviors among youth that support school success, as opposed to only targeting academic outcomes. Additionally, the scientific evidence behind PYD interventions in schools has found that its implementation leads to outcomes that are important to Domus youth and staff, such as improved self-confidence and positive socioemotional behaviors.[endnoteRef:46] [46:  Curran, T., & Wexler, L. (2016). School-based positive youth development: A systematic review of the literature. Journal of School Health, 87(1), 71-80. https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12467] 

Finally, training staff in TEB emotion regulation skills, which have their basis in CBT (Cognitive Behavioral Theory), allows staff to demonstrate positive, evidence-based coping strategies to youth.[endnoteRef:47] The School Engagement program aims to assist youth towards regular attendance, grade promotion, and graduation. Many Domus youth face systemic barriers to active engagement and connection in school. CBT techniques can be effectively used in schools to help youth identify and manage their emotions and stay on track despite the barriers and obstacles they may face.[endnoteRef:48] [47:  Marques, L., Leblanc, N., Bartuska, A., Kaysen, D., & Youn, S. J. (2020). The TEB skills: Empower youth and build resilient communities through skills that impact thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. The General Hospital Corporation. https://www.ctopportunityproject.org/Customer-Content/www/resources/PDFs/2021-05-21_TEB_Skills_Curriculum_Reduced.pdf ]  [48:  Kar, N. (2011). Cognitive behavioral therapy for the treatment of post-traumatic stress disorder: A review. Neuropsychiatric Disorders Treatment, 7, 167-181. https://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S10389] 

In addition to considering the individual elements of the model, it is important to recognize the evolving evidence base supporting the implementation of an academic model that combines academic with socioemotional components—the Integrated Student Supports (ISS) model, an approach commonly used in full-service community schools.[endnoteRef:49]  [49:  Sanders, M. (2022). Full service community schools are critical investments for children and families in poverty. Child Trends. https://www.childtrends.org/publications/full-service-community-schools-are-critical-investments-for-children-and-families-in-poverty] 

Child Trends has twice assessed the research and evaluation evidence base for this school model. These detailed reviews note that there have not been random assignment evaluations of ISS schools (i.e., studies in which student outcomes in a sample of ISS schools are compared with student outcomes in a sample of schools that were randomly assigned to not implement an ISS model). However, Child Trends’ reviews have highlighted the deep alignment between the ISS model and research and theory on child and youth development. Specifically, the ecological model emphasizes the importance of varied levels of influence, ranging from the child’s characteristics to the family, school, community, and public policies. The life course model highlights how development proceeds over time, such that early influences affect later development and well-being. Also, the whole-child perspective notes that developmental outcomes are interdependent—that children’s health, social skills, and emotional well-being affect education, and vice versa, that school success affects socioemotional well-being. Based on research and evaluation, as well as input from practitioners, Child Trends identified five elements of an ISS model:
· Needs assessments
· Coordination of supports for students
· Integration of supports within schools
· Community partnerships
· Data collection and tracking
While the Child Trends reviews found initial evidence of effectiveness, the review concluded that stronger evaluations are needed. Recently, several additional evaluations have been completed. The BARR model “allows staff to better understand and build on students’ strengths, proactively address the non-academic reasons why a student may be falling behind in school, and identify what resources they need and steps they can take to thrive.”[endnoteRef:50], [endnoteRef:51] Thus, it seeks to address educational, social, and emotional concerns; and the program has reported improvements in student test scores and scores on math and reading tests.[endnoteRef:52] A random assignment evaluation conducted among ninth graders in 66 schools found impacts on absenteeism and the percentage of students who passed core classes, especially among boys and students of color. [50:  BARR Center. (N.d.). The BARR model. https://barrcenter.org/about-barr/barr-model/]  [51:  Lawson, J. L., O’Dwyer, L. M., Dearing, E., Raczek, A. E., Foley, C., Khanani, N., Walsh, M. E., & Leigh, Y. R. (2024). Estimating the impact of integrated student support on elementary school achievement: A natural experiment. AERA Open, 10. ]  [52:  Bos, H., Graczewski, C., & Dhillon, G. (2022). Building assets and reducing risks (BARR) I3 scale-up evaluation. American Institutes for Research. https://www.air.org/resource/report/building-assets-and-reducing-risks-barr-i3-scale-evaluation] 

City Connects also has a holistic model that is provided to individual students and draws on community resources. Across several studies using varied methods, City Connects reports achieving improved attendance, better grades, and increased student academic effort, as well as reductions in dropout rates and higher levels of postsecondary achievement.[endnoteRef:53], [endnoteRef:54] [53:  Walsh, M., & Foley, C. (2022). The impact of City Connects: Progress report 2022. Mary E. Walsh Center for Thriving Children, Boston College. https://documents.ncsl.org/wwwncsl/Summit/2023/Session-Resources/City-Connects-2022.pdf   ]  [54:  Lawson, J. L., O’Dwyer, L. M., Dearing, E., Raczek, A. E., Foley, C., Khanani, N., Walsh, M. E., & Leigh, Y. R. (2024). Estimating the impact of integrated student support on elementary school achievement: A natural experiment. AERA Open, 10.] 

Communities in Schools (CIS) has also done multiple evaluations, with somewhat mixed results.[endnoteRef:55] The CIS model provides services to all students in a school and more intensive services to those who need sustained support (5% to 10% of students).[endnoteRef:56] Since all students are exposed to the model at some level in the CIS schools, the 2017 evaluation compared outcomes across the entire CIS student body with those of the entire student body in the comparison schools.[endnoteRef:57] A quasi-experimental study of 14 CIS high schools compared with 18 matched high schools found that dropout rates declined, and on-time graduation rates increased in both the CIS and the comparison schools. Another quasi-experimental study of CIS reported, “After two years, … case management had a positive effect on several non-academic outcomes, including students’ attitudes about school and their relationships with adults and peers. However, the study also found that case management did not improve students’ school progress, achievement, attendance, or behavior.”[endnoteRef:58] [55:  Somers, M., & Haider, Z. (2017). Using integrated student supports to keep kids in school: A quasi-experimental evaluation of communities in schools. MDRC. https://www.mdrc.org/work/publications/using-integrated-student-supports-keep-kids-school]  [56:  Parise, L., Corrin, W., Granito, K., Haider, Z., Somers, M., & Cerna, O. (2017). Two years of case management: Final findings from the communities in schools random assignment evaluation. MDRC. https://www.mdrc.org/work/publications/two-years-case-management]  [57:  Somers, M., & Haider, Z. (2017). Using integrated student supports to keep kids in school: A quasi-experimental evaluation of communities in schools. MDRC. https://www.mdrc.org/work/publications/using-integrated-student-supports-keep-kids-school]  [58:  Parise, L., Corrin, W., Granito, K., Haider, Z., Somers, M., & Cerna, O. (2017). Two years of case management: Final findings from the communities in schools random assignment evaluation. MDRC. https://www.mdrc.org/work/publications/two-years-case-management] 

A random assignment study at the school level would be a stronger methodology. One small-scale study in Chicago found positive impacts, but a large-scale randomized control trial (RCT) has not yet been conducted.[endnoteRef:59] [59:  Figlio, D. (2015). Experimental evidence of the effects of the communities in schools of Chicago partnership program on student achievement. National Bureau of Economic Research. https://dezineomni.com/CIS2/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/CIS-of-Chicago-Evaluation_Full.pdf] 

In sum, the theoretical and research base for the ISS model is strong, and available evaluation results are encouraging, but a definitive evaluation has not yet been conducted. The Domus model shares several similarities with these other intervention approaches, especially its recognition that social and emotional competencies foster academic success. Because the five competencies in the Domus model go beyond the supports and services in these other models, the Domus model may represent an important step forward. 
[bookmark: _Toc172028668]The DomusWorks program
Overview of the DomusWorks program
Preparing youth ages 17 to 26 who are disconnected from sustainable full-time employment with benefits is a central goal of Domus, and it is implemented through the DomusWorks program.[endnoteRef:60]  [60:  Boston Consulting Group. (n1).] 

The DomusWorks program enrolls young people ages 17 to 26 who are unemployed or underemployed. While working in the organization’s internally run social enterprises, young people receive supports and develop the skills required to succeed in employment. Once participants are determined to be “work-ready,” based on scores on a work readiness assessment, they seek external employment. DomusWorks staff stay in contact with young people for the first six months of their new employment, checking in regularly to help address barriers and provide ongoing support. Once young people have maintained employment for six months, they are “successfully exited” from the program.
Disconnected or disengaged youth are identified through various sources, ranging from probation officers and adult education staff, to referrals from organizations such as Boys and Girls Clubs or internal referrals from other Domus programs, such as the School Engagement program. Youth join cohorts of about 12 members; DomusWorks aims for a 5:1 ratio of youth to staff. Participants begin the program with a two-week orientation during which they connect with other cohort members and staff and go through the first 15 modules of the DomusWorks training curriculum. Following orientation, participants work at one of Domus’ social enterprises alongside their designated DomusWorks program staff person, who provides on-the-job coaching and support to improve work-readiness skills. Some social enterprises, such as a bakery and thrift store, are operated on-site at Domus’s primary location; others leverage paid contracts the organization secures to execute facilities maintenance with different partners including the City of Stamford and local colleges and universities. Most projects involve physical labor, and most participants (about 75%) are men. Women have been less likely to apply, and this represents an area for expansion.
DomusWorks participants work on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday, leaving Wednesday for training and one-on-one meetings with staff. Young people are paid minimum wage, about $17 for every hour they are at Domus as part of a DomusWorks social enterprise job. Staff coach participants and role-model appropriate work behaviors while working alongside participants directly. Staff members rate the participants using a daily outcome ladder to grade them on four behaviors: taking initiative, taking direction, being dressed correctly, and getting along with co-workers. Youth are given a score every day on all four measures. Staff have a conversation at the end of every day with young people about their scores and how to continue improving them. Every month, DomusWorks staff rate each participant on their work readiness assessment. Once a participant is deemed as work-ready on this assessment, they begin seeking employment outside of the Domus social enterprises. It typically takes between three and six months for a participant to become work-ready.
The goal is for youth to be on a path to self-sufficiency, defined as having a full-time job that provides benefits. Some of the jobs participants have gotten include landscaper, teaching assistant, mover, security guard, home healthcare aide, and restaurant manager, with an average hourly pay of about $18. For the first six months that the participant has their job, staff have weekly 30-minute check-ins to learn how things are going and identify and provide additional supports when indicated.
Review of research and evaluation studies on employment and training interventions
Evaluations of job training programs have been conducted over many decades, often with very large samples and rigorous methods.[endnoteRef:61] Here, we provide a summary of impacts examined in meta-analyses across scores of evaluations, and we also highlight impacts from several recent interventions that employ a supportive approach to labor force preparation for disconnected and opportunity youth. [61:  Miller, C., Millenky, M., Schwartz, L., Goble, L., & Stein, J. (2016). Building a future: Interim impact findings from the YouthBuild evaluation. New York, NY: MDRC.] 

A 2015 meta-analysis summarized findings from more than 200 recent studies of active labor market programs. They found that: “(1) average impacts are close to zero in the short run but become more positive 2-3 years after completion of the program; (2) the time profile of impacts varies by type of program, with larger average gains for programs that emphasize human capital accumulation; (3) there is systematic heterogeneity across participant groups, with larger impacts for females and participants who enter from long-term unemployment.”[endnoteRef:62] The positive finding for people who have experienced long-term unemployment is relevant to Domus, as DomusWorks participants enter from non-employment, though, given their ages, it is unlikely to have been long-term unemployment. [62:  Card, D., Kluve, J., & Weber, A. (2015). What works? A meta analysis of recent active labor market program evaluations. National Bureau of Economic Research. https://www.nber.org/papers/w21431] 

While important, these impacts, which are averaged across varied populations and programs, are perhaps not as relevant to a program like DomusWorks, which has a highly supportive approach. A federal brief focused on PYD is more appropriate, as it describes two employment-related programs seen as illustrating a PYD approach—Youth Corps and Job Corps.[endnoteRef:63] [63:  Dion, R., Bradley, M. C., Gothro, A., Bardos, M., Lansing, J., Stagner, M., & Dworsky, A. (2013). Advancing the self-sufficiency and well-being of at-risk youth: A conceptual framework (OPRE Report 2013-13). Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/opre/ydd_final_report_3_22_13.pdf] 

Youth Corps combines paid community service work with educational supports, such as remediation, as well as work-preparedness and life skills training. The evaluation found that youth randomly assigned to the treatment group had a higher probability of working for pay, worked more hours, and were less likely to be arrested compared to the control group.[endnoteRef:64] [64:  Jastrzab, J., Blomquist, J., Masker, J., & Orr, L. (1997). Youth Corps: Promising strategies for young people and their communities. Abt Associates.] 

Similarly, Job Corps, a federally funded residential job training program for disadvantaged youth, provides a comprehensive array of supports to help youth develop and maintain employment. Results from a large-scale experimental evaluation of this residential employment training intervention found that youth who participated in Job Corps were more likely to earn a GED and a vocational certificate. They also found greater functional literacy and reported lesser involvement with the criminal justice system. While increases in short-term gains in earnings were found, these gains were sustained only among older participants.[endnoteRef:65] [65:  Schochet, P. Z., Burghardt, J., & McConnell, S. (2008). Does Job Corps work? Impact findings from the National Job Corps Study. American Economic Review, 98(5), 1864–1886. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.5.1864] 

Another encouraging evaluation examined the Promotor Pathway® program developed by the Latin American Youth Center (LAYC).[endnoteRef:66] The initial random assignment evaluation examined outcomes among Latino immigrant youth and other youth of color who were struggling with housing, work, education, and risky behaviors.[endnoteRef:67] Youth were either randomly assigned to meet regularly with a caring adult and navigator called a promotor, or to a control group that could only receive typical LAYC services. The promotor provided an ongoing, caring, and intensive relationship for 18 months and longer. The evaluation found positive impacts on whether youth reported having a special adult in their life and whether they were in school, but did not find an impact on work. Participants also had a lower likelihood of becoming a parent, especially among males and Latinos. Positive impacts were not found on substance use, delinquency, or self-efficacy. However, a follow-up phone survey conducted five years later with 186 former evaluation members (39%) found that youth who completed the program benefitted from a 6 percent increase in obtaining a high school diploma or GED, a 17 percent increase in job stability, and an average of $7,000 more per year earned when compared to the control group (youth outside the Promotor Pathway).”[endnoteRef:68] They also worked more hours and had higher hourly earnings. [66:  Vega, J., & Farrah, R. (2022). Long-term impacts of promotor engagement: A five-year follow-up study of the Latin American Youth Center's Promotor Pathway program; Final report: Executive summary. Latin American Youth Center & Solomon Evaluation, LLC. https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f9c31c9c157d623c5d535fc/t/63a17ff92eb00a378340ce02/1671529033007/2022+Promotor+Eval+Executive+Summary.pdf]  [67:  Theodos, B., Pergamit, M., Derian, A., Edelstein, S., & Stolte, A. (2016). Solutions for youth: An evaluation of the Latin American Youth Center's Promotor Pathway program. Urban Institute. https://www.urban.org/research/publication/solutions-youth-evaluation-latin-american-youth-centers-promotor-pathway-program]  [68:  Vega, J., & Farrah, R. (2022). Long-term impacts of promotor engagement: A five-year follow-up study of the Latin American Youth Center's Promotor Pathway program; Final report: Executive summary. Latin American Youth Center & Solomon Evaluation, LLC. https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f9c31c9c157d623c5d535fc/t/63a17ff92eb00a378340ce02/1671529033007/2022+Promotor+Eval+Executive+Summary.pdf] 

Year Up is a year-long, full-time program for young adults ages 18 to 24 who have a high school credential. It provides technical training and supports for six months, followed by six-month internships with major firms. For the Pathways for Advancing Careers and Education (PACE) study, Abt Associates evaluated Year Up’s original program via a large RCT.[endnoteRef:69] The evaluation found that Year Up sustained large increases in average annual earnings over a seven-year follow-up period. The gains reached $8,251 (a 30% increase in earnings compared with the control group) in the seventh year. And the cost-benefit analysis found $2.46 in net benefits to society for every $1 spent on Year Up. Large positive earnings impacts occurred in nearly all subgroups and local offices, although magnitudes varied.  [69:  Fein, D., & Dastrup, S. (2022). Benefits that last: Long-term impact and cost-benefit findings for Year Up (OPRE Report 2022-77). Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/report/benefits-last-long-term-impact-and-cost-benefit-findings-year-up] 

An evaluation of Project QUEST followed randomly-assigned low-income adults in the program after 14 years. Participants were provided with educational, financial, and personal supports for work in healthcare jobs and were found to have substantially higher wages every year, starting in year 3, compared with those in the control group.[endnoteRef:70] [70:  Roder, A. and Elliott, M. 2024. Fourteen year gains: Project QUEST’s remarkable impact. Economic Mobility Corporation. October. ] 

Another supportive program, Urban Alliance, provides high school students at risk of becoming disconnected with training, an internship, and mentoring to help them succeed. A random-assignment evaluation found increases in several outcomes about two years after expected graduation, including high school graduation for males in the treatment group compared with males in the control group, and college enrollment and persistence for certain subgroups, particularly for males. Importantly, if participants completed the program, the odds of high school enrollment rose by 23 percentage points, twice the proportion of those who were offered the opportunity but did not complete the program. Also, although participation in Urban Alliance lowered the likelihood of having a job among males after a year, there was no impact after two years, leading the researchers to feel that the intervention “encouraged males to attend college, not enter the workforce, after graduating from high school.”[endnoteRef:71] [71:  Urban Institute. (2017, August 29). Pathways after high school: Evaluation of the urban alliance high school internship program. https://www.urban.org/research/publication/pathways-after-high-school-evaluation-urban-alliance-high-school-internship-program] 

A common characteristic of successful models is that they are comprehensive programs offering intensive services and linking training with work. These evaluations provide optimism that DomusWorks might have positive impacts on employment and the path to self-sufficiency, given that, on average, evaluated programs have had small positive impacts, while programs for unemployed, male youth, youth who complete the program, and youth in more supportive programs have larger positive impacts.[endnoteRef:72] [72:  Amin, S, Kitmitto, S., Fagan, K., Hester, C. 2020. A review of the evidence on youth and young adult workforce development programming. Washington DC: American Institutes for Research.] 

[bookmark: _Toc220074978]Evaluation Readiness Assessment 
Conducting an evaluability assessment before an evaluation can help address problems that make program evaluations less useful and less successful.[endnoteRef:73] Evaluability assessments can also identify the type of evaluation an organization is most ready for and/or what type of evaluation is most feasible given the specific context of the program; this is true even among strong, well-implemented, mature programs.  [73:  Wholey, J. S. (1987). Evaluability assessment: Developing program theory. New Directions for Program Evaluation, 1987(33), 77-92. https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.1447
] 

Formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluations, in which an external evaluator collects and analyzes data on a program over a period of time (sometimes several years), are usually time-consuming and costly. And many formal impact evaluations – those that use rigorous methods to identify a comparison or control group to assess the causal impact of an intervention – do not find evidence that an intervention has impacted participant outcomes (i.e., findings are null). However, there are ways for organizations to prepare for a formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation, decide on the type of evaluation that is most appropriate or feasible, and set themselves up for success to improve the likelihood that an evaluation will find program effects or impacts.[footnoteRef:7] Additionally, because evaluability assessments provide information about what aspects of a program may need adjustment or course correction, they can be used by organizations for performance management or improvement purposes unrelated to evaluation. [7:  We use the term “effects” to refer to findings from evaluations that use methods that have a comparison group but do not use random assignment or a comparable method. We reserve the term “impact” for findings from studies that use random assignment to create a control group, or that use rigorous methods to select a comparison group that gives a similarly high level of confidence that the comparison group is equivalent to the treatment group before the treatment group receives the intervention. ] 

Child Trends provided an initial preliminary assessment of Domus’ readiness for a formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation of its School Engagement and DomusWorks programs in July 2024, six months into the Child Trends-Domus engagement, and again in January 2025, following an in-person site visit to Domus. Child Trends has conducted a final assessment, reflecting information gathered as of November 2025. All three assessments are reflected in Appendix A. Child Trends made its assessments based on conversations with Domus leadership, analysis of focus group and interview data, and analyses of program and outcomes data. The ratings presented in the evaluation readiness assessment rubric range from 1 to 4. Each number represents one of multiple types of ratings (i.e., evidence, accuracy, frequency), with 1 indicating a low level of readiness on that indicator (e.g., little evidence, infrequent occurrence) and 4 indicating a high level of readiness on that indicator (e.g., strong evidence, frequent occurrence). 
Findings
Overall, Domus as an organization appears strong and well-positioned for a formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation (as indicated by ratings of 3 and 4 on most rubric items), although the School Engagement program is more ready for evaluation than the DomusWorks program, which was launched several years following the School Engagement program and, by design, serves fewer young people annually. The primary reasons that Child Trends recommends waiting to evaluate the DomusWorks program are that the number of participants is currently too small to power a rigorous evaluation, there is no clear comparison group, and there are some aspects of the program that are still being made more consistent in implementation. 
Our overall conclusions about Domus’ readiness for a formal quasi-experimental or experimental evaluation have been consistent since July 2024, although Child Trends’ analysis of data from the site visit and dosage and outcomes analyses strengthened our confidence in the ratings and provided additional information to support each rating. Evaluation options that Domus might consider are discussed in the Recommendations section of this report. 
As discussed with Domus leadership throughout this project, there is no exact number of criteria or level of readiness on those criteria that guarantees that an organization will have a successful evaluation. Therefore, even organizations with high levels of readiness can improve and strengthen their programs and refine systems and processes to be better prepared for evaluation. Some key recommendations on how Domus could be in an even stronger position for engaging in an evaluation are listed here and further discussed in the Recommendations section. 
· Talk to staff about the purpose of an evaluation and what their day-to-day will be like during an evaluation to assuage concerns and garner buy-in.
· Review with staff, and potentially participants and community members, the findings from Child Trends’ analysis of dosage, outcomes, and implementation to identify where program implementation might be strengthened. In particular:
· Discuss with School Engagement staff the challenges to delivering all three dosage components every month to identify additional supports needed to meet expectations.
· Brainstorm with DomusWorks staff on how to attract more females to the program, or whether a change in the target population for the program is warranted.
· Review findings about who is less likely to successfully exit each program, to identify potential drivers for program disengagement (and ultimately, unsuccessful exit), and how to address those factors.
· As tweaks to the program services are implemented, monitor data regularly to see if the expected changes take place (e.g., do more females enroll, does the percentage of participants getting the minimum dosage increase). DomusWorks staff are already engaged in this process by tweaking how they record job site attendance and reviewing quarterly attendance data to check for increases in the attendance rate. 
· Before replicating DomusWorks to new cities, consider how recruitment will work in a new location where Domus is not already embedded in the community. The program currently lacks consistent recruitment strategies, which has not been a barrier in Stamford, but that may be difficult to replicate elsewhere. 
[bookmark: _Toc220074979]Implementation Evaluation 
The goal of the implementation evaluation was to understand and document what is happening in the School Engagement and DomusWorks programs. Two straightforward research questions were posed to guide the implementation evaluation:
· Question #1: To what extent is the Domus Relational Model being implemented in Domus programming as intended?
· Question #2: To what extent are DomusWorks and School Engagement being implemented as intended?
Approach. To answer these two questions, Child Trends analyzed Domus’ program data and conducted interviews and focus groups with Domus leadership, leadership council, staff, and participants. Child Trends delivered a Preliminary Findings Memo (February 2025) and an expanded Implementation Findings Report (May 2025), which are included in this report as appendices. 
Interview and focus group data were collected during an in-person site visit in August 2024. Child Trends staff talked with 18 Domus staff members (9 frontline staff, 3 program directors, and 6 members of leadership). Interviews included questions about:
· The Domus Relational Model,
· Domus’ mission and goals,
· Staff-specific roles and responsibilities,
· Domus staffing, training, and supervision structure,
· Program goals,
· Data use,
· Program and organization sustainability, and
· Youth experiences in the program
In addition, four focus groups were held with 24 youth, with 16 youth representing School Engagement sites and 8 DomusWorks participants from multiple cohorts, discussing:
· Youth activities,
· Their experience in the program,
· Barriers,
· Relationships with Domus staff,
· The Domus Relational Model,
· Skills development, and
· Successes and challenges in participating. 
Child Trends staff also attended four in-person trainings (Internal Sanctuary Training: 7 Commitments and Controlled Empathy; Restorative Circles; Positive Youth Development Trainings: Circle of Courage and the 4 Components; and Youth Safety Protocol and Confidentiality), visited a DomusWorks job site, and toured the Domus office. 
Following the site visit, Child Trends staff analyzed the data and summarized findings using Dedoose, a qualitative analysis program, in two memos provided to Domus: a preliminary findings memo in February 2025 (see Appendix B) and a final memo in May 2025 (see Appendix C). 
Findings. Key findings from the implementation evaluation include the following:
· Staff are bought into the Domus Relational Model, with a solid understanding and strong commitment to implementing its components in their work. Domus leadership report a noticeable change in staff understanding of the model since the rollout of the Domus Relational Model.
· Building loving relationships is a foundational component for staff at Domus, with all staff sharing a strong belief in the importance of showing love in their roles. Staff also emphasized that building loving relationships enabled them to build the rapport needed to implement other aspects of the Domus Relational Model and the program.
· Positive youth development is closely related to (and sometimes confused with) the concept of Love in the Relational Model; however, while staff sometimes struggle to describe PYD or identify instances where it’s implemented, they are generally successful at implementing it. Throughout interviews and focus groups, staff organically discuss examples of Positive Youth Development and its components (such as the Circle of Courage framework, which includes belonging, mastery, independence, and generosity); however, when directly asked how they implement PYD, staff tended to answer less generally or defer back to the closely related component of loving relationships.
· Many aspects of Sanctuary bubbled up when staff were discussing Domus as a trauma-responsive organization. Among the aspects staff mentioned many times are social responsibility (one of the seven commitments), community meetings, and safety plans. Staff shared that Sanctuary can be difficult for newer staff to understand and implement, but that it becomes more natural over time. 
· Staff discussed the anti-racism and equity component as a participant-directed topic, rather than something staff “implement” individually to all youth, though staff recognize anti-racism and equity as paramount to the mission and values of Domus as an organization. At the same time, staff noted that applying these skills “on the go” can be challenging during fast-paced environments and interactions. For example, Domus staff shared that some family advocates talk to young people about civic engagement and help them register to vote; however, this is not a documented component of programming, suggesting that it would be helpful to systematically incorporate such practices and provide them to all program participants. Staff also shared that anti-racism and equity are central training and booster topics for staff.
· Staff reported using TEB skills regularly and described the pros and cons of each of the five discrete skills that are part of the TEB curriculum, emphasizing that different skills may be accessible to youth at different rates or in different situations. Staff often cited “Charge Up” as being helpful and easily applicable among different youth and in different situations. 
· The DomusWorks program is a year-long program where participants learn about job expectations, build job skills, and gain job experience. Staff and youth emphasized the socioemotional aspects of the programing, sharing that the program is about more than obtaining employment. Youth expressed feeling loved, supported, and cared about by program staff, and discussed ways staff helped them grow personally and professionally towards employment. The model allows flexibility in implementation; Some participants may use a full year or longer to gain the competencies needed to become “work-ready” and be successfully exited, though others may exit sooner. The flexibility allows the program to be responsive to youth needs, which correspondingly yields variation in how long any given participant is engaged with the program and when participants are said to have successfully exited. 
· The School Engagement program staff emphasized the importance of providing socioemotional support and then building long-term relationships with youth as essential to the improvements their young people attain in school attendance along with their high school graduation outcomes. Staff and youth across all sites both reported interacting face-to-face very regularly, suggesting that many staff exceed dosage minimums. Youth confirmed feeling supported, loved, and accepted by staff, and received a variety of different supports from staff, including socioemotional support, academic support, interpersonal support, and support with barriers.
[bookmark: _Toc220074980]Outcomes Evaluation
The purpose of the outcomes evaluation was to help Domus (a) further its understanding of the extent to which program participants have experienced the intended outcomes and (b) understand the extent to which program components and participant characteristics are associated with outcomes. 
The outcomes evaluation focused on four guiding questions: 
· Question #4: Are participants achieving the short-term outcomes as expected? 
· Question #5: Are participants achieving the medium-term outcomes as expected? 
· Question #6: Are participants achieving the long-term outcomes as expected?
· Question #7: Are some participants achieving better outcomes than others?
The outcomes evaluation was primarily descriptive, as we did not collect data from a comparison group or seek to compare participants to youth who are not receiving services. However, analyses of dosage examined whether participants who received the intended dosage had better outcomes than those who did not receive the intended dosage. 
The analyses were conducted using a sample of 590 School Engagement and 120 DomusWorks participants who were served between August 2017 and April 2025. These are DomusWorks participants who were enrolled on/after August 2021 and School Engagement participants who enrolled on/before January 2024. Child Trends conducted descriptive analyses (e.g., looking at averages, minimums, and maximums at a point in time and over time) and statistical testing (e.g., testing differences between groups of participants, changes over time in outcomes, and associations between dosage and outcomes). Because the DomusWorks program enrolls cohorts of approximately 12 participants, the data file contained too few participants to conduct statistical testing for some differences or associations.
Here we outline the key findings for both programs. The full results of the analysis are in Appendices D, E and F. Recommendations based on these findings are in the Recommendations section.  


DomusWorks key findings
· Case management is consistently delivered throughout the phases of the program.
· Social enterprise job site attendance during the Skill Building and Employment Ready phases appears to be low, below the expected four days a week.
· Most participants are Employment Ready by six months into the program.
· Participants who experience more obstacles, and specific obstacles related to violence, incarceration, or caregiver relationships, take longer to reach Employment Ready status.
· Of the participants who have left the program, 65 percent successfully completed, 14 percent had a neutral exit (e.g., moved away), and 20 percent unsuccessfully exited (see Table 1).
· Excluding the participants who leave the program for a neutral reason that is unrelated to their engagement in the DomusWorks program, 76% of participants successfully completed the program and 24% did not (see Table 1). 
· Participants who face more obstacles, and those who have illness-related obstacles, are more likely to unsuccessfully exit.
· Successful exiters have their first proficient assessment earlier than those who unsuccessfully exit—at 2.3 months versus 4.4 months, on average.
· Most participants who leave unsuccessfully do so within 12 months of enrollment.
· Of the 28 youth who successfully completed the program at least a year prior to this analysis, 96 percent were still employed full time one year after leaving the program.
Table 1. DomusWorks participant exit status
	Exit status
	Number
	% excluding neutral
	% including neutral

	Successful
	55
	76%
	65%

	Unsuccessful
	17
	24%
	20%

	Neutral
	12
	—
	14%

	Total
	84
	100%
	100%


School Engagement key findings
· Most participants get the minimum face-to-face minutes during most (67%) of their months in the program.
· However, many don’t get at least the full minimum dosage of face-to-face and family engagement and teacher connections. 
· Of the participants who have left the program, 54% successfully exited, 19% unsuccessfully exited, and 27% exited for a neutral reason (e.g., moving to a different school district).
· Excluding the participants who left the program for a neutral reason unrelated to engagement in the program, 74% successfully completed the program and 26% did not. 
· Of the 109 students who successfully exited from the program at least a year prior to this analysis, almost all (90%) still had a full-time job or were enrolled in school/training one year after graduation. 
· Face-to-face services are associated at the 95% confidence level with higher attendance and consistent grade promotion but are not associated with suspension. 
· Teacher connection and family engagement services appear to have some association with more negative outcomes in the short term, which may reflect that young people struggling the most have the greatest need for these additional services as Family Advocates endeavor to support them.


Table 2. School Engagement exit status
	Exit status
	Number
	% excluding neutral
	% including neutral

	Successful
	185
	74%
	54%

	Unsuccessful
	65
	26%
	19%

	Neutral
	94
	—
	27%

	Total
	344
	100%
	100%


[bookmark: _Toc220074981]Relational Model Survey Development and Analysis 
One of Child Trends’ recommendations following the first phase of our engagement with Domus was to develop an evaluation logic model to augment the program logic model and to begin measuring the outputs and outcomes in that logic model. The evaluation logic model is more detailed than the overall program logic model; in particular, it identifies the short-term outcomes that Domus expects from implementing the Relational Model. Child Trends worked with Domus over several months to develop an evaluation logic model for the DomusWorks and School Engagement programs; to identify constructs related to the Domus Relational Model, to draft survey questions based on the logic model; and to program, field, and analyze the developed survey. This survey is intended to have long-term utility for Domus, as a tool for conducting an annual assessment of participants’ progress in the School Engagement and DomusWorks programs. 
Development of evaluation logic model & measures
Child Trends and Domus engaged in an iterative process to identify the outcomes that Domus expects from its Relational Model and develop the evaluation logic model that depicts those outcomes. First, Child Trends worked with Domus leadership to identify an initial logic model that posited a causal process using “if, then” statements to link participant changes in a chain from left to right in a diagram. Domus leadership instead suggested a model (see Figure 1) of concentric circles that radiate from the center, with the center being a core component of the Domus Relational Model (the inputs), the surrounding circles representing outputs and short-term outcomes, and the outermost circle representing the long-term program goals. At the center of the model is the core program input—Love. Moving outward, the middle circles aim to identify questions like how youth experience love, safety, and support from Domus staff members, and how having those feelings may change or modify their behavior. The third circle represents the program outcomes—how changes in behavior lead to outcomes for participants. 


Figure 1. Domus Relational Model
[image: A diagram of a model

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]

Next, Domus sought input from every level of its organization, from the leadership council to frontline staff to define more specifically the outcomes that they expect for participants. At the request of Domus, two Child Trends staff members traveled to Stamford to explore the constructs that Domus sees as critical to implementing its model and the outcomes sought for participants. During the two-day logic model sessions, staff members identified numerous constructs reflecting their goals and practices. These constructs were written on stickies and posted on the wall within the concentric circle logic model for discussion. Child Trends compiled and aggregated notes from these sessions to consolidate and organize the constructs that might be measured and draft an evaluation logic model (see Appendix G). Child Trends and Domus leadership then prioritized and winnowed down the list of constructs to be measured. Throughout the process, Domus leadership obtained additional input from staff. After several rounds of Domus leadership and staff review, a set of key constructs was defined, and items were developed to assess each construct. 
Survey question development
Because Domus already has data on academic progress for participants in the School Engagement program and data on employment and income for participants in DomusWorks, the surveys for each program focus on the social and emotional competencies of participants. To help Domus gather data on the key constructs of interest, the Child Trends team drafted sample questions (some from previously tested scales) based on the constructs developed with Domus. Alongside Domus, and after several rounds of review, Child Trends developed a survey with 42 questions measuring 15 constructs. Domus then programmed the survey using the online survey platform Form Assembly, enabling participants to complete it on a cell phone, computer, or other electronic device. 
To ensure that the survey questions were clear and understandable to Domus participants, Domus fielded the survey to a small number of DomusWorks and School Engagement participants and Child Trends conducted in-person and virtual interviews, asking respondents to share their interpretations and questions about survey items (see Appendix H; note that items may have been further revised after the decisions documented in Appendix H). 
Based on this input, additional revisions were made to the wording of questions, and several different response options that are appropriate to the varied types of questions were developed. Once these updates were made, Domus sent the survey to all DomusWorks and School Engagement participants to further pilot it. Responses were obtained from 166 students in the School Engagement program and 45 youth in DomusWorks. Domus plans to conduct the survey among incoming ninth graders and repeat the survey annually among all students.
Psychometric Analyses of Survey Data
Child Trends analyzed the survey data to assess whether the survey items (i.e., the survey questions) were measuring the constructs (i.e., broad outcome domains such as problem-solving skills) that they were developed to measure. This process was done separately for each program and used multiple methods, including examining the distribution on each item (that is, how many respondents selected each response option for each question), re-assessing each item’s “face validity” (whether the items make sense as a measure of a given construct), and testing the proposed scales for each construct. To test the scales, we assessed alphas (i.e., measures of the correlations among the items in the scale) and conducted exploratory factor analysis to see how well the items “hang together” as a measure of a given construct. When well-performing construct scales were identified from these analyses, we created summary measures for each construct by averaging the responses to the individual items in the scale (see Table 3 for a list of items within each construct’s scale). 
School Engagement program analyses
Nearly all of the School Engagement items were found to fall into the intended constructs, though several items were revised or combined, and several were dropped. The measures and final constructs are shown in Table 3 below. As shown in Table 4, the alphas are good to very good for the School Engagement constructs. Terms in parentheses after the items wording (frequency, agreement, or like me) refer to the set of response categories used for the item:
· Frequency: None of the time, some of the time, half of the time, most of the time, all of the time
· Agreement: Do not agree at all, only agree a little, somewhat agree, mostly agree, completely agree
· Like me: Not at all like me, a little like me, somewhat like me, a lot like me, just like me


Table 3. Overview of School Engagement survey constructs and measures
	Confidence and determination

	1c. I am able to speak up for myself. (Frequency)

	6d. I can do the things I set my mind to. (Frequency)

	1d. When I have a problem, I have a hard time asking for help. (Frequency)

	2b. I do not think I will be able to do the things I want to do in the future. (Agreement)

	3g. I am confident that I will be able to solve problems I face in my future. (Like me)

	4g. I do not see solutions for the problems I am facing. (Frequency)

	4h. I can finish the things I am determined to do. (Frequency)

	6e. I have little control of things that happen in my life. (Frequency)

	Decision-making, problem-solving

	3a. I am open to other ways of doing things. (Like me)

	4b. I try new ways to solve the problems I face. (Frequency)

	6c. I make decisions that will help me reach my goals. (Frequency)

	3e. I enjoy making plans and getting things done. (Like me)

	5b. I have learned to make good decisions and stick with them. (Like me)

	Perseverance

	4c. When I am in a difficult situation at school, I know how to work through it. (Frequency)

	5c. If at first I cannot do something I care about, I keep trying. (Like me)

	5d. My belief in myself gets me through hard times. (Like me)

	5f. I do what I believe is right, even if it is hard. (Like me)

	6a. If there are people who do not like me, I still show up to school and do my best.

	Aware of emotions, feelings

	3d. I can identify emotions that I am feeling. (Like me)

	3f. When I am at school, I can "pause" in difficult situations to understand the situation better. (Like me)

	5a. When I am angry, I am able to calmly describe my feelings. (Like me)

	5e. I can tell when I am getting stressed. (Like me)

	Self-regulation

	1f. Before I make a decision, I think about the consequences. (Frequency)

	1h. I can control my temper when I am frustrated. (Frequency)

	3b. When I am upset, I can figure out how to calm down. (Like me)

	3c. I think before I act. (Like me)

	Social relationships and teamwork 

	1b. When I work in a group at school, I do my part. (Frequency)

	1g. I am able to work well with others to solve problems. (Frequency)

	2f. I know how to build positive relationships with other people. (Agreement)

	4a. My friends help me to do well. (Frequency)

	4d. My friends and I encourage each other to be the best we can be. (Frequency)

	6f. I have people in my life who I trust. (Frequency)

	Standalone measures

	2e. I plan to complete more education after high school. (Agreement)

	2c. What I do will make a difference in my community. (Agreement)

	Positive Domus-related changes

	2a. Being at Domus has helped me understand the world beyond my community. (Agreement)

	2d. Domus has taught me how I can change my life for the better. (Agreement)

	2g. Domus has helped me see ways I can help others in my community. (Agreement)

	Positive experience at Domus

	1a. I can count on Domus Staff to be there for me. (Frequency)

	1e. I feel I am loved at Domus. (Frequency)

	4e. I feel emotionally safe at Domus. (Frequency)

	4f. Domus staff listen to me when I have something to say. (Frequency)

	6b. I feel like I belong in the Domus community. (Frequency)



Table 4. Overview of alphas for School Engagement survey constructs
	Construct
	Alpha

	Positive experience in Domus
	0.87, very good

	Positive changes from Domus
	0.84, very good

	Self-regulation
	0.80, good

	Aware of emotions, feelings
	0.75, good

	Decision-making & problem-solving
	0.81, good

	Confidence & determination
	0.65, acceptable

	Social relationships & teamwork
	0.78, good

	Perseverance
	0.78, good


Several additional questions were written and included to assess participants’ views of Domus services and staff. The responses were very positive, and Child Trends found that these questions comprised two constructs: youth’s experiences at Domus and youth’s perception of how their Domus experience had changed them. 
Participants’ responses to the Relational Model survey indicate a generally favorable status across all of the constructs of interest. As described above, we started the analysis of each construct by calculating scale scores—the average response across all items in a construct. Each item was scored from 1 to 5, with 1 representing the least favorable response possible to an item and 5 representing the most favorable response possible. For example, if a participant replied “All of the time” [5] to one item and “Most of the time” [4] to another item in a two-item scale, their scale score across those two items would be 4.5.
There were five constructs where School Engagement participants had median scale scores of at least 4 (out of 5), indicating that over 50 percent of participants had average scores between the two most favorable possible response options in that construct. Two of these constructs were the items about Domus. These constructs were: Positive experience in Domus (median score: 4.80) and Positive changes from Domus (median score: 4.33). In addition, three outcome constructs were quite positive: Perseverance (median score: 4.20), Social relationships and teamwork (median score: 4.17), and Decision-making and problem solving (median score: 4.0). The three remaining constructs (Aware of emotions and feelings, Self-regulation, and Confidence and determination) all had median scale scores of 3.75, meaning that 50 percent of participants had average scores of at least 3.75—between a middle-of-the-road response and the second-most-favorable response. 
Since survey respondents may have been enrolled in the School Engagement program for a short, medium, or long time, these analyses of the scale scores are not an indication of whether participants are achieving the intended outcomes (because we would expect that students who just started the program would have lower scores as they are just being exposed to the program and are newly developing the skills being measured). Instead, they serve to assess the distributions and reliability at a point in time. Future iterations will provide information on how participants are doing on outcomes over time. Table 5 below shows the range of scores on each construct scale and provides the percent with the highest possible score as well as the percent in the top two response categories. 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for School Engagement Relational Model constructs
	Construct
	Min
	Mean
	Median
	Max
	Stan-dard devia-tion
	Prop. averaging in top two response categories
	Prop. with highest possible scale score
	No. of respondents

	Positive experience in Domus
	2.00
	4.51
	4.80
	5.00
	0.65
	83.03%
	43.03%
	165

	Positive changes from Domus
	1.67
	4.21
	4.33
	5.00
	0.80
	70.30%
	32.12%
	165

	Aware of emotions, feelings
	1.25
	3.75
	3.75
	5.00
	0.82
	43.03%
	14.55%
	165

	Self-regulation
	1.50
	3.78
	3.75
	5.00
	0.85
	45.78%
	14.46%
	166

	Decision-making and problem-solving
	2.20
	3.96
	4.00
	5.00
	0.73
	54.55%
	14.55%
	165

	Perseverance
	2.20
	4.09
	4.20
	5.00
	0.66
	65.45%
	13.94%
	165

	Social relationships and teamwork
	2.00
	4.15
	4.17
	5.00
	0.66
	68.07%
	11.45%
	166

	Confidence and determination
	2.50
	3.73
	3.75
	5.00
	0.56
	34.94%
	1.20%
	166


DomusWorks program analyses
Child Trends also analyzed the DomusWorks data and found somewhat different constructs than in the School Engagement data. Notably, the DomusWorks sample was significantly smaller, so alphas for each scale were lower overall. Additionally, two constructs—Social Relationships and Teamwork—that showed promise in the School Engagement survey (meaning the survey items were correlated and appeared to measure the same underlying concept)—were not statistically significant for DomusWorks. This is likely because of the older ages of DomusWorks youth (who are interacting with peers and friends in different settings and from a different developmental stage) and the different settings in which teamwork skills are being developed in the program (on a job site vs. in school). Child Trends worked with Domus to develop several suggestions about how the survey could be edited to increase the precision of these constructs, such as anchoring the questions more closely to the DomusWorks experience. New items on Friendships/Relationships and Teamwork were developed and added to the DomusWorks survey. Other construct scales had good or at least acceptable alphas. A summary of the survey constructs and measures (Table 6) and alphas from the psychometric analyses (Table 7) for DomusWorks is below.

Table 6. Overview of DomusWorks Survey Constructs and Measures 
	Confidence and determination

	1c. I am able to speak up for myself. (Frequency)

	6c. I can do the things I set my mind to. (Frequency)

	3g. I am confident that I will be able to solve problems I face in my future. (Like me)

	4h. I can finish the things I am determined to do. (Frequency)

	Decision-making, problem solving

	3a. I am open to other ways of doing things. (Like me)

	4b. I try new ways to solve the problems I face. (Frequency)

	3e. I enjoy making plans and getting things done. (Like me)

	5b. I have learned to make good decisions and stick with them. (Like me)

	Perseverance

	4c. When I am in a difficult situation at work, I know how to work through it. (Frequency)

	5c. If at first I cannot do something I care about, I keep trying. (Like me)

	5d. My belief in myself gets me through hard times. (Like me)

	5f. I do what I believe is right, even if it is hard. (Like me)

	7b. If there are people at work who do not like me, I still show up and do my best.* (Frequency)

	2c. What I do will make a difference in my community. (Agreement)

	Aware of emotions and feelings

	3d. I can identify emotions that I am feeling. (Like me)

	3f. When I am not at Domus, I can "pause" in difficult situations to understand the situation better. (Like me)

	5a. When I am angry, I am able to calmly describe my feelings. (Like me)

	5e. I can tell when I am getting stressed. (Like me)

	Self-regulation

	1f. Before I make a decision, I think about the consequences. (Frequency)

	1h. I can control my temper when I am frustrated. (Frequency)

	3b. When I am upset, I can figure out how to calm down. (Like me)

	3c. I think before I act. (Like me)

	Friendships/relationships

	1d. When I have a problem, I have someone I can ask for help. (Frequency)

	2e. I have someone I can count on. (Agreement)

	4a. I have someone who will help me when I’m down. (Frequency)

	4d. My friends trust me. (Frequency)

	6e. I have someone who will give me good advice. (Frequency)

	Teamwork

	7b. If there are people at work who do not like me, I still show up and do my best.* (Frequency)

	1b. When I work in a group, I do my part. (Frequency)

	1g. I am able to work well with others to solve problems. (Frequency)

	7a. I show respect for people I work with. (Frequency)

	7c. My supervisor at work trusts me. (Frequency)

	7d. I do not get along with the people I work with. (Frequency)

	7e. At work, I pitch in to help others succeed. (Frequency)

	Agency

	6b. I make decisions that will help me reach my goals. (Frequency)

	2b. I do not think I will be able to do the things I want to do in the future. (Agreement)

	6d. I have little control of things that happen in my life. (Frequency)

	4g. I do not see solutions for the problems I am facing. (Frequency)

	Domus-related items	

	1a. I can count on Domus Staff to be there for me. (Frequency)

	1e. I feel I am loved at Domus. (Frequency)

	4e. I feel emotionally safe at Domus. (Frequency)

	4f. Domus staff listen to me when I have something to say. (Frequency)

	6a. I feel like I belong in the Domus community. (Frequency)

	2a. Being at Domus has helped me understand the world beyond my community. (Agreement)

	2d. Domus has taught me how I can change my life for the better. (Agreement)

	2f. Domus has helped me see ways I can help others in my community. (Agreement)


*Flagged for both Teamwork and Perseverance 
Table 7. Overview of alphas for DomusWorks survey constructs
	Construct
	Alpha

	Domus-related items
	0.71, good

	Self-regulation
	0.77, good

	Aware of emotions, feelings
	0.65, acceptable

	Decision-making & problem-solving
	0.68, acceptable

	Perseverance
	0.73, good

	Confidence & determination
	0.87, very good

	Agency
	0.65, acceptable

	Social relationships 
	TBD

	Teamwork
	TBD



Similar to analyses of the Relational Model survey for School Engagement participants, we analyzed responses to each DomusWorks construct using calculated scale scores (Table 8). DomusWorks participants had very positive responses to most constructs. With the sole exception of the Agency construct, all others had median scale scores greater than 4.0, meaning that half of respondents had scale scores (the average of all the items in the construct) that were between the top two response categories (such as between agree most of the time and agree all of the time). In three constructs—Domus-related items, Perseverance, and Confidence and determination—more than 90 percent of participants had scale scores equivalent to the second-most-favorable response or higher. Tracking these measures over time will provide Domus with new and valuable information about outcomes, benefits, and the participant experience. Domus intends to administer the DomusWorks survey to participants at three key time points (at the end of orientation, at the end of the first three months when most participants are deemed work-ready, and at successful exit once participants have held a non-Domus job for six months).

Table 8. Descriptive statistics for DomusWorks Relational Model constructs 
	Construct
	Min
	Mean
	Median
	Max
	Standard deviation
	Prop. averaging in top two response categories
	Prop. with highest possible scale score
	No. of respondents

	Domus-related items (positive experience, changes)
	3.88
	4.73
	4.88
	5.00
	0.29
	97.78%
	28.89%
	45

	Aware of emotions, feelings
	3.00
	4.32
	4.25
	5.00
	0.50
	84.44%
	24.44%
	45

	Self-regulation
	1.75
	4.37
	4.50
	5.00
	0.61
	84.44%
	17.78%
	45

	Decision-making and problem-solving
	3.20
	4.40
	4.40
	5.00
	0.43
	86.67%
	13.33%
	45

	Perseverance
	3.20
	4.51
	4.60
	5.00
	0.41
	95.56%
	20.00%
	45

	Confidence and determina-tion
	2.00
	4.62
	4.75
	5.00
	0.55
	91.11%
	42.22%
	45

	Agency
	2.00
	3.34
	3.25
	4.75
	0.82
	28.89%
	0.00%
	45


Comparison Data
For several reasons, having comparison data for a national or state sample or for comparable samples of youth would be helpful for an initial assessment of outcomes for the Domus program. One reason is to assess whether levels of social and emotional well-being are higher among Domus participants than among similar youth in other surveys. Another reason is to compare subgroup differences. For example, are differences by sex similar in the Domus population as in the larger population of similar youth? Also, if longitudinal data were available, one could examine trends among youth in the Domus programs with trends in the general population. Studies generally find that emotional and social well-being tends to decline in the teen years; it would be valuable to find that Domus participants’ well-being improves or holds its own as youth progress through their teen years.
There is data available on educational attainment, work, and earnings in reports from the Census Bureau, and the data can usually be examined for demographic subgroups, including age, race/ethnicity, sex, and urbanicity. However, our search for robust comparison data on the constructs uniquely central to the Domus model has been unfruitful. Specifically, there are no measures comparable to the Domus Relational Model survey measures in Monitoring the Future, the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS), the National Survey of Children’s Health, or the Fragile Families Study (which has been renamed the Future of Families & Child Wellbeing Study).
Monitoring the Future focuses on substance use and problem behaviors among high school students. YRBSS focuses on health and risky behaviors, such as seat belt use and sexual activity. The National Survey of Children’s Health is parent-report and therefore does not include measures of adolescents’ perceptions. 
The most promising survey is the Future of Families & Child Wellbeing Study, which oversampled births to unmarried parents in large cities and has followed these families from birth to age 22. It includes several standard negative social and emotional measures, such as behavior problems, delinquency, mental health, depression, substance use, anxiety, and depression. There is one promising positive measure, EPOCH, which measures engagement, perseverance, optimism, connectedness, and happiness; some of its items are similar to the Domus survey items, but they are only asked when the babies have reached age 15.
One school-based survey in Stamford is a possibility— DESSA (the Devereux Student Strengths Assessment). This survey covers several social and emotional competencies; however, it appears that the constructs and questions only minimally overlap with the Domus Relational Model survey constructs, which are intended to capture early changes activated by youth experiences in Domus. 
Also, the four-year cohort graduation rates for the Stamford High School students who are eligible for free and reduced-price meals are consistently lower than the successful exit rates of Domus students who start at Stamford High School. These numbers fluctuate and are not directly comparable for several reasons,[footnoteRef:8] so they can only give a general sense of whether Domus’ students’ outcomes are better than their peers not being served by Domus. Similarly, data from the Boston Consulting Group’s report Getting Young People Back on Track indicate that 77 percent of youth who have 4 to7 risk factors are disconnected from work and school after leaving high school; while only 10 percent of Domus School Engagement participants, who have experienced four obstacles on average, are not in school or working a year after graduating. This seems to be a substantial difference; however, the 77 percent of youth estimated in the Getting Young People Back on Track analysis includes youth who did not graduate from high school, whereas the Domus School Engagement participants completed high school. Therefore, while this is another generally helpful metric for contextualizing Domus’ outcomes, it is not a directly comparable metric. On the other hand, the survey measures were developed specifically for Domus to meet its needs, and accordingly, even generally comparable measures for similar populations are not available.  [8:  For example, Domus students likely have additional risk factors that would make them more directly comparable to a sub-set of students with a higher risk of disengagement than students who are eligible for free and reduced-price meals. Additionally, the graduation rates provided by the school district are four-year cohort graduation rates – the percentage of students in a 9th grade cohort who graduate within four years – whereas Domus’ success rates are the percentage of students who start in a cohort – which may happen in either 9th or 10th grade – who successfully exit the program within some number of years; the students who unsuccessfully exit Domus may go on to graduate from high school but Domus does not have data on those students.] 

In sum, the education and work outcomes can be compared to similar samples of youth in national studies or local data, although there is still unlikely to be a comparison that gives us sufficient confidence to make causal statements about the effectiveness of Domus’ program. In Child Trends’ view, this represents a reason for conducting a rigorous quasi-experimental or random assignment evaluation that incorporates a carefully chosen comparison group.
[bookmark: _Toc220074982]Recommendations 

Child Trends has come to view Domus as a very engaged and caring organization, and the initial survey results suggest that participants feel the same way. Hence, Domus should continue to uphold its principles, its approach to staff recruitment and training, its positive and supportive engagement of participants, its regular collection of data, and its use of data to inform service delivery and assess outcomes. The recommendations we offer are intended to marginally improve programs that are aligned with available research and theory, well-managed, well-implemented, and data-driven, and that employ and train competent and caring staff.
Recommendations for data collection and analysis
Domus and Child Trends collaborated to identify survey items to measure participants’ perspectives of Domus and their self-assessment of their well-being outcomes. Child Trends recommends that Domus administer the surveys developed for School Engagement and DomusWorks participants annually, or more often, if desired. As sample sizes become larger, Child Trends recommends Domus:
1. Reassess the psychometric quality of the scales on an ongoing basis.
2. Conduct additional analyses to assess the extent to which participants’ outcomes improve over time. Reorder survey items periodically to reduce participants’ familiarity with the items.
3. Consider including additional items as the programs continue to expand. For example, several constructs identified by staff as important outcomes were not prioritized for inclusion in the pilot survey. New items were developed for Friendships/Social Relationship and Teamwork; as sample sizes accumulate, psychometric analyses can examine how the new items are working.
4. If changes in responses over time are not found, consider whether some scales are overly positive and introduce some additional questions to improve the distribution of items.
5. Merge data about program services with survey data to assess whether and to what extent certain services are associated with improving participant outcomes over time.
More analysis of the program data collected will be valuable for both outcome assessment and program management. Similarly, survey data provide insights into participants’ views about Domus, as well as information about their outcomes. Data from a single survey assessment provide information about the strengths youth have and issues they are experiencing. Data collected from youth over time can provide insight into whether strengths are increasing over time as they continue to participate in Domus. This means that the data are useful for assessing both inputs and outcomes, and it highlights the value of having complete data and high response rates.
Given that many evaluations have found that initial improvements fade over time, longer-term follow-up of participants would provide new information on the persistence of the initial gains achieved.
As part of ongoing data collection and monitoring, Domus should consider engaging participants and community members to provide input on outcomes, data, and evaluation needs, and defining program outcomes. For example, Domus might hold sessions with participants and their families (as appropriate) to discuss plans and how they see themselves benefiting from the program, or hold data walks or other collaborative data interpretation sessions to share outcomes. Another example includes how Domus recently engaged participants to provide feedback on the Relational Model survey questions.
Finally, Domus should continue to periodically assess whether it is collecting the right data to understand whether the programs are being implemented with fidelity. Domus may want to review the evaluation logic model drafted with Child Trends to identify implementation measures (output measures) that are not yet being tracked. Domus might begin with output measures that are most closely tied to outcomes, that is, the measures of the most likely mechanisms through which activities are affecting outcomes – such as in-person contact between students and Family Advocates (assuming that this is an important way that students start to feel safe, feel they belong, and build positive relationships) and the quality of their relationship with their Family Advocate (because this relationship is essential to unlocking many of the social and emotional outcomes that Domus expects for its participants).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]The above monitoring and evaluation tasks are ones the Director of Evaluation and Learning could consider once the Associate Data Manager has alleviated the Director’s data management burden.
Program recommendations for the School Engagement program
As suggested in the Evaluation Readiness Assessment findings section, we recommend that Domus review the School Engagement dosage findings with staff. In particular, program leadership could discuss with Family Advocates the challenges they face in delivering all three dosage components (face-to-face minutes, family engagement, and teacher engagement) every month. Surfacing these challenges can lead to the identification of additional supports staff may need to meet dosage expectations, or it may help School Engagement leadership determine whether expectations should be adjusted. 
Additionally, Domus might review findings about who is less likely to successfully exit with program staff, particularly those whose families have difficulty meeting basic needs. As Domus considers replicating the program at new sites, we encourage leadership and staff to consider differences in how the program is implemented at Westhill and Stamford, including which strategies and approaches are successful, what challenges staff encounter, and other contextual factors that affect implementation at the two schools. For example, there is some indication in the data that participant attendance rates differ between schools, which could be a data point to continually analyze, potentially informing capacity-building activities or serving as a topic of discussion during staff meetings.   
Program recommendations for the DomusWorks program
Domus might seek to broaden the job settings where DomusWorks youth gain work experience. For example, the health sector might offer participants varied employment opportunities with good wages and prospects for upward mobility. We recognize that the Social Enterprise model limits the settings in which work experience can happen and that working in many health care occupations would not necessarily align with the group model. However, finding jobs in new fields such as the healthcare sector is worth exploring. Also, many of the skills that DomusWorks participants gain are not specific to a particular career but are general to work settings broadly, so exploring ways to expedite additional training for new fields seems warranted. The soft skills that align best with an individual’s goals might develop more naturally in entry-level positions that are similar to the settings where they will seek long-term jobs.
DomusWorks might also work to engage more women into the program. One possible reason suggested by staff for the low enrollment among women is that the work available (e.g., landscaping, moving) is not of interest to them. While many young women might be pleased with the job settings currently provided, expansion into the health sector and other employment sectors could enhance the number and variety of work opportunities. Another possible explanation is that the current, informal recruitment process reaches primarily young men who are referred by friends or programs such as Invictus. If Domus expands its outreach, it could look for ways to more proactively recruit young women. 
Domus leadership should review the analysis findings with staff on who is less likely to be successful in the DomusWorks program. These conversations can surface challenges and opportunities that aren’t apparent in the data and may point to ways to support these participants sooner or using a different approach. For example, Domus might identify services that would enhance and extend engagement for youth in DomusWorks who are affected by ongoing illness (their own or a family member’s) or other substantial obstacles. A first step would be to discuss with staff and leadership the findings that youth with more obstacles and youth with an ongoing illness obstacle are less likely to be successful. In this discussion, staff can generate hypotheses about why this occurs and what specific challenges those youth face, focusing on identifying barriers that the program can help overcome or strategies to support full engagement. This might include consideration of work settings that do not pose barriers for young people with health issues and whether additional support services are needed to address mental or physical health challenges to enable those youth to more fully engage in the program. For example, counselors might engage with youth to identify the obstacles they face and develop more individualized plans to enhance their likelihood of success.
Domus should continue to gather information on the job benefits participants receive when they become employed and consider expanding the information collected for past participants. Obtaining this information could be a useful task for an associate data manager. A definition of a good job or reasonable wage for their region or community would set a common goal, although Domus may want to consider whether this expectation would vary if the young person is in school or working part-time and whether they want to be accountable for that outcome.
Recommendations for future evaluation
Child Trends’ final assessment of Domus’ readiness for formal impact evaluation aligns with what we have heard from the Domus leadership: the School Engagement program is ready to take the next steps in evaluation, while the DomusWorks program needs more time. For example, the DomusWorks program is still in the process of solidifying and making its program model consistent and does not have a sufficient sample size to power a rigorous evaluation. While Domus can accumulate sample and monitor change over time with the DomusWorks survey, this will take time. Therefore, these recommendations focus on the evaluation of the School Engagement program.
Prior to embarking on an evaluation, Domus leadership can prepare staff by talking about the purpose of evaluation and what staff members’ roles and responsibilities will be if the organization goes through an evaluation. Child Trends didn’t assess how staff feel about evaluation, so the leadership might want to explore this with staff.
Given that many evaluations have found that initial improvements fade over time, longer-term follow-up of participants would provide new information on the persistence of the initial gains achieved.
More analysis of the program data collected would also be valuable. Program data are valuable for both outcome assessment and program management. Similarly, survey data provide insights into participants’ views about Domus, as well as information about their outcomes. This means that the data are useful for assessing both inputs and outcomes and highlight the value of having complete data and high response rates. Integrating the survey and program data to identify factors associated with youth outcomes would maximize the utility of these data. 
Data from a single survey assessment provide information about the strengths youth have and issues they are experiencing. Compiling and analyzing data collected for youth over time can provide insight into whether strengths are increasing over time in Domus. Child Trends reviewed national (and other) surveys to assess whether comparison data might be available, and found limited and largely non-comparable options, indicating that available representative data will not provide a ready comparison population.
Domus should consider conducting a quasi-experimental design (QED) study of the School Engagement program, collecting academic and perhaps survey data from non-participants from the Stamford school system. Such a study would examine the predictive validity of the Relational Model survey data and whether/how the survey data augments program data. This would provide initial information about whether Domus students are experiencing stronger growth over time and better educational outcomes compared with similar students who are not served by Domus. This would require formulating a data-sharing agreement, obtaining consent to access this information, as well as a plan to make the data anonymous and confidential. Conversations with staff in the Stamford school system indicate that this is a real possibility.
A Random Assignment Evaluation? Assuming findings from the QED are assuring, Domus might also consider the possibility of conducting a random assignment evaluation to compare students who are randomly assigned to the School Engagement program with students who are not randomly assigned to the program. It appears there are more students in the target population in Stamford and Westhill High Schools than are being served, which could mean there is enough demand for the program that random assignment to the program or a control group would be possible. 
A positive RCT indicating desired impacts on outcomes for students would facilitate expansion and funding and provide evidence about the importance of the Domus approach for other communities and funders. However, we recognize that this would be a difficult design because random assignment of students within a school means the students attend the same schools and may sit in the same classrooms, which might dilute the strength of the random assignment. Having acknowledged that, analyses reported here indicate that students who receive more supports from Family Advocates have stronger short-term outcomes than students who have less time with Family Advocates. This suggests that being in a classroom together is less important than receiving the Domus services, suggesting that random assignment might be effective. We recognize that denying services to students who would be eligible but who are randomly assigned to not receive services may not be acceptable to the school, community, or Domus, though it is possible that it might be necessary in case of funding cuts or if expansion takes place in such a way that not all students can feasibly be served at first. In addition, such an evaluation is expensive and places demands on staff time, suggesting careful consideration of the potential benefits relative to the costs.
Replication. As we have noted above, the Domus model design is well-aligned with research and evaluation studies, and therefore, the model seems like a good candidate for replication in other locations and communities. Expansion to new communities represents a possibility that could make it more feasible to rigorously evaluate the model, if expansion increases the size of the population served, and/or if a gradual expansion could incorporate an evaluation. For example, it might be possible to implement the Domus School Engagement model in a number of randomly selected schools, comparing outcomes for youth in those schools with outcomes for youth in comparable schools that have not yet implemented the Domus model. We note, however, that it may be prudent to conduct a QED study before deciding to expand substantially or initiating a random assignment evaluation.
Final recommendation
The School Engagement and DomusWorks programs will, we anticipate, warrant replication in other cities in the future. Therefore, we recommend that Domus prepare a brochure and a handbook for each program, to facilitate replication in other locations.


[bookmark: _Toc220074983]About Child Trends
Child Trends is a national nonprofit, nonpartisan research organization dedicated to improving the social and economic well-being of children, youth, and young adults, and their families. For more than 45 years, policymakers, practitioners, funders, and community leaders have relied on Child Trends’ rigorous research, evaluation, and unbiased analysis to inform decisions about practices, programs, systems, and public policies that affect young people.

Child Trends conducts applied research and evaluation across the full developmental spectrum, with subject-matter expertise spanning youth development, education, early childhood, juvenile justice, and child welfare. Research staff are organized into dedicated program areas that combine deep topical knowledge with strong methodological expertise, allowing research and evaluations to be tailored to the goals, populations, and contexts of the programs being studied.

The organization partners with federal, state, and local agencies, foundations, and nonprofit organizations on a wide range of projects—from focused implementation studies and continuous quality improvement efforts to large-scale, rigorous impact evaluations, including randomized controlled trials and quasi-experimental designs. This breadth of experience supports research and evaluations that are both methodologically sound and practical for real-world settings.
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