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TRANSFER Approach:
Guidance for review authors on how to:

1. Improve collaboration with decision makers to

2. Systematically and transparently consider and assess
transferability of review findings to the review context

This material is not to be reproduced, used or adapted without consent.




Transferability factors

A subset of effect modifiers that are systematically present in
a decision making context and are hypothesized to influence
the transferability of review findings to that context.

This material is not to be reproduced, used or adapted without consent.




Assessment of transferability

Whether there is substantial difference between the context
of the review question and the context of the studies

contributing data to the review finding, with respect to a priori
identified characteristics.

This material is not to be reproduced, used or adapted without consent.
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3. Conduct the systematic review

3a. Define inclusion and exclusion criteria

3b. Develop search strategy for relevant databases, grey literature

3c. Screen titles/abstracts and full text for inclusion

3d. Assess methodological strengths and limitations of included studies
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1. In the above diagram, two people icons on the left indicate stages where collaboration between review authors and stakeholders is suggested,
oxes show additional steps in the systematic review process as part of the TRANSFER Approach, and the TRANSFER stamp indicates to which steps of
iew process the TRANSFER approach applies.
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Collaboration
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TRANSFER Approach

Stage 1. Stage 2. Stage 3.
Establish need Refine PICO, Extract data
for a systematic Identify (systematic

review TRANSFER review)
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Refine review
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Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors

Stage 4.
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TRANSFER Approach

Stage 1. Stage 2. Stage 3.
Establish need Refine PICO, Extract data
for a systematic Identify (systematic

review TRANSFER review)

factors, define
review context

Refine review
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Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors

Stage 4.
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TRANSFER Approach
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Stage 3. )
act data
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review authors are
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Stage 5.
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Stage 1: Define the need

Stage 1.
Establish need What is the effect
for a systematic of housing
review programmes on

homelessnesse

’ ) Norwegian 4

tate Housing®
Bank
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Stage 2a: Refine the review
question

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context
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Stage 2a: Refine the review
question

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context

Refine review
question and PICO.

Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors




Stage 2a: Refine the review
question

TRANSFER PICO Template
N\ Suggested Questions for Final inclusion

Stage 2.

inclusion decision makers criteria
Refine PICO, ciiteria

Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context )

Population

g . N
Refine review '

question and PICO. Intervention

(Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Comparison

Define review context
and any other pre- Outcome
specified contexts of

interest related to the
transferability factors

Study design

Other

Characteristics
of context




Stage 2a: Refine the review

question

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability

factors, define
review context

Population

Refine review
question and PICO.

Intervention
Identify and prioritize
transferability factors
Define review context Comparison
and any other
contexts of interest
related to the Outcome
transferability factors
o | 3\\ > g Study design
ST Other

Characteristics

of context

Everyone

Housing
programmes

Other / no
intervention

Days homeless,
days in stable
housing

RCTs

All languages,

since 2000

TRANSFER PICO Template

Adults? Single or with
families? With/out mental
illness or substance abuse
disorder?

Specific models? Housing
with/out employment
components? Financial only or
with case management?

Quality of life? Health?
Employment?

quasi?
Why 20007

Europe, Australia, Why? USA?

Canada

Adults over 18
with/out families
with/out mental
illness/substance
abuse disorders

Housing programmes

with/out case
management

Other / no intervention

Primary: length of time
homeless/in stable
housing

Secondary: QoL,
health

RCTs

All languages, anytime

All countries



Stage 2a: Refine the review
question

Stage 2. Systematic review question:

e oty What is the effect of housing
transferability

factors, define programmes on homelessness and
review context

housing stability?

Refine review
question and PICO.

Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Secondary question:

How will the review findings transfer to _|_' —
; ; . HIiE
Define review context the NOrwegIan Context?

and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors
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Stage 2b. Identify factors that may influence
transferability of review findings

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context
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Stage 2b. Identify factors that may influence
transferability of review findings

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context

Refine review
question and PICO.

Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors
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Stage 2b. Identify factors that may influence

transferability of review findings

Stage 2.

Refine PICO,
Identify
transferability
factors, define
review context

TRANSFER Factor Would you be concemned if data comes from contexts  Example
where_.

Notes

(Refine review

question and PICO.
\

Identify and prioritize
transferability factors

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors
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Stage 2b. Identify factors that may influence
transferability of review findings
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transferability
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Stage 2b. Identify factors that may influence
transferability of review findings

Stage 2.
Refine PICO,
Identify

transferability Climate
factors, define
review context Length of homelessness

Usual services

Refine review
question and PICO.

O O

|dentify and prioritize O OO 2 G @,

transferability factors o o
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Define review context /] g

and any other pre-
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transferability factors I L f




Stage 2c. Define characteristics related to
transferability factors - review context ¢

Stage 2. Review context: Global
Refine PICO,
Identify Transferability factors Characteristics — universal
transferability
factors, define Length of homelessness: Varies
review context
Quality of usual services: Varies
rRefine review
question and PICO. Climate: Varies

\
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Stage 2c. Define characteristics related to

transferability factors - local context : :

Stage 2.
Refine PICO, e . ..
Identify Transferability factors Characteristics - Norway
transferability
factors, define Length of homelessness: > 6 months
review context _ _ _ :
Quality of usual services: High quality
Refine review .
question and PICO. Climate: Cold weather seasons

Identify and prioriize
transferability faCtor

Define review context
and any other pre-
specified contexts of
interest related to the
transferability factors
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Stage 3: Systematic review
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1. Establish the need for a systematic review
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2c. Define characteristics of the review context related to TRANSFER factors
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3. Conduct the systematic review

3a. Define inclusion and exclusion criteria

3b. Develop search strategy for relevant databases, grey literature

3c. Screen titles/abstracts and full text for inclusion

3d. Assess methodological strengths and limitations of included studies

3e. Extract relevant data from included studies

3f. Synthesize data: Meta-analyse data, or narrative review
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4. Develop a TRANSFER overview of included studies

5. Assess transferability of the review findings
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6. Apply GRADE/-CERQual to assess certainty of evidence in review findings

7. Discuss transferability of review findings




Stage 3: Systematic review

Stage 3. Data extraction
Extract data o
(systematic m Study characteristics
review)

m Participant characteristics

m Intervention characteristics

m Results

m Follow-up

tion review — RCTs and non-RCTs

() lData collection form
1o cocmmrne Interventi

Length of homelessness of

participants

1... General informaticn

- Quality of usual services

Climate in study setting




Stage 3: Systematic review

Stage 3.

Extract data Synth esjze data

(systematic
review)

Review finding;:

Housing programmes lead to more days in
stable housing compared to usual services.

- 10 studies contributed data
— Low risk of bias in included studies




Stage 4: Develop a TRANSFER overview of included
studies

Stage 4. h Studies Length of Quality of usual Climate
Develop a

TRANSFER
overview of Study 1
included studies

/| Study 2

/Factors homelessness services

Study 3

Study 4

Study 5

Study 6

Study 7

Study 8

Study 9

Study 10




Stage 4: Develop a TRANSFER overview of included

studies

Stage 4.
Develop a
TRANSFER
overview of
included studies

Study 1
Study 2
Study 3
Study 4
Study 5
Study 6
Study 7
Study 8
Study 9
Study 10

> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months

< 6 months

High quality
High quality
High quality
High quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality

Low quality

Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold



Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

... per review finding

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review finding:

Housing programmes lead to more days in stable
housing compared to usual services




Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

... per review finding

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review context: Global context

Local context: Norwegian context shes




Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

... per review finding

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review context: Global context

@I context: Norwegian Contexﬁ;->




Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

S}A:sge 5. Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable
€SS g .
transferabllity housing compared to usual services

of review findings

Transferability factor: Length of homelessness

Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup IV, Random, 95% ClI
1.3.1 Participants who reported less than 6 months homelessness at baseline
10
2
5
6
8
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.37,df= 4 (P=0.85); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 56.89 (P =< 0.00001)

0““1-

1.3.2 Participants who reported more than 6 months homelessness at baseline

1
3
4
7

=]

Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.94, df=4 (P=0.57); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=53.00 (P = 0.00001)

. 01““

Total (95% ClI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 8.42, df=9 (P = 0.49); F= 0% 20 35 b 35 20

Testfor overall effec.t: Z=771.72 (P,q 0.00001) Favours Usual Services Favours Housing programme
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=4.11,df=1 (P=0.04), F=75.7%




I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Transferability Characteristics

facto

Length of > 6 months

homelessness:

Quality of usua
Services:

igh quality

Climate: cold weather
seasons

Study 1
Study 2
Study 3
Study 4
Study 5
Study 6
Study 7
Study 8
Study 9
Study 10

SUMMARY

> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months

< 6 months

Minor concerns

High quality
High quality
High quality
High quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality

Low quality

Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold



Stage 5: Assessing transferability of review
findings

Stage 5. Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in

Assess . .
el stable housing compared to usual services

of review findings

Transferability factor: Quality of usual services

Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup IV, Random, 95% CI

1.4.1 High quality usual services

1

2

3

4

Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.06, df= 3 (P =0.56), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=50.99 (P < 0.00001)

’H“

1.4.2 Low quality usual services

10

5

6

7

8

g

Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.32, df=5 (P = 0.80); IF= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=58.69 (P < 0.00001)

—_—

—_—
_—
_—
——
—_—

Total (95% CI) ¢

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=8.42, df= 9 (P = 0.49); F= 0% _510 _21,5 B 215 5:0
Testfor overall effec.t: Z=77.72 (P_< 0.00001) Favours Usual services Favours Housing programme
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=4.03, df=1 (P=0.04), F=75.2%




transferability
of review findings

Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5. )
Assess

Review context: Norway
Transferability Characteristics
factors

Length of > 6 months
homelessness:

/Quality of usual high quality
{vices:
—_—

Climate: cold weather
seasons

Studies Length of Quality of usual Climate
/Factors homelessness  services

Study 1 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 2 < 6 months High quality Cold
Study 3 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 4 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 5 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 6 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 7 > 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 8 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 9 > 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 10 < 6 months Low quality Cold
SUMMARY  Minor concerns Minor concerns




Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5. Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in
tra,gizfggmw stable housing compared to usual services

of review findings

Transferability factor: Climate




Stage 5: Assess transferability of review findings

- Norway
Transferability factor: Climate

Transferability
factors

Length of

homelessness:

Quality of usual

sServices:

Characteristics

> 6 months

high quality

cold weather
seasons

Study 1
Study 2
Study 3
Study 4
Study 5
Study 6
Study 7
Study 8
Study 9
Study 10

SUMMARY

> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months
< 6 months
> 6 months

< 6 months

Minor concerns

High quality
High quality
High quality
High quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality
Low quality

Low quality

Minor concerns

Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold
Cold

No concerns



Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

~

Review context: Norway
Transferability Characteristics
factors

Length of > 6 months
homelessness:

Quality of usual  high quality
services:

Climate: cold weather

seasons

Studies Length of Quality of usual Climate
/Factors homelessness  services

Study 1 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 2 < 6 months High quality Cold
Study 3 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 4 > 6 months High quality Cold
Study 5 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 6 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 7 > 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 8 < 6 months Low quality Cold
Study 9 > 6 months Low quality Cold

Low quality

W— 8 months

ray.y
A4

\

SUMMARY  Minor concerns

Minor concerns

No concerns

)

__—

\

/




I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

eview finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable housing compared to

usual

homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the
review finding is only based on evidence from cold climate
settings, and we do not have any evidence available regarding
how the intervention may work in warm settings.

rvices
TRANSFER Assessment Explanation Support-
factors ing
studies
Length of Minor The studies represented a range of participants with length of 1-10
homelessness  concerns homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more than 4
of participants years. All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.
Quality of Minor The studies represented a range of quality of usual services. All of 1-10
«usual services» concerns the studies showed the same direction of effect.
Climate No concerns The studies only partially represented the review context (cold 1-10
climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to settings
with warm or temperate climates.
Overall Moderate There are no substantial differences between the included 1-10
assessment concerns studies and the review context with respect to length of



I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable housing compared to usual

services

TRANSFER
factors

Length of
homelessness
of participants

Quality of
«usual services

Climate

Overall
assessment

/

Assessment

Minor
concerns

Minor
concerns

No concerns

Moderate
concerns

Explanation

The studies represented a range of participants with length of
homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more than 4
years. All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.

The studies represented a range of quality of usual services. All of
the studies showed the same direction of effect.

The studies only partially represented the review context (cold
climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to settings
with warm or temperate climates.

There are no substantial differences between the included
studies and the review context with respect to length of
homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the
review finding is only based on evidence from cold climate
settings, and we do not have any evidence available regarding
how the intervention may work in warm settings.

Support-

ing
studies

1-10

1-10

1-10

1-10



I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable housing compared to usual

services

TRANSFER
factors

Length of
homelessness
of participants

Quality of

/ Assessment\

Minor
concerns

Minor

«usual serviceg» concerns

Climate

Overall
assessment

No concerns

Moderate
concerns

Explanation

The studies represented a range of participants with length of
homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more than 4
A/ears. All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.

il'he studies represented a range of quality of usual services. All of
'he studies showed the same direction of effect.

he studies only partially represented the review context (cold
climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to settings
with warm or temperate climates.

There are no substantial differences between the included
studies and the review context with respect to length of
homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the
review finding is only based on evidence from cold climate
settings, and we do not have any evidence available regarding
how the intervention may work in warm settings.

Support-

ing
studies

1-10

1-10

1-10

1-10



I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable housing compared to usual

services

TRANSFER Assessment planation Support-

factors ing
studies

Length of Minor The studies represented a range of participants with length of 1-10

homelessness  concern
of participants

homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more than 4
years. All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.

Quality of Minor The studies represented a range of quality of usual services. All of {1-10
«usual services» concerms the studies showed the same direction of effect.
Climate No congerns The studies only partially represented the review context (cold 1-10

climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to settings
with warm or temperate climates.

There are no substantial differences between the included 1-10
studies and the review context with respect to length of
homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the
review finding is only based on evidence from cold climate
settings, and we do not have any evidence available regardin

w the intervention may work in warm settings.

Overall Moderat
assessment concerns




I Stage 5. Assess transferability of review findings

Stage 5.
Assess

transferability
of review findings

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to more days in stable housing compared to usual

services

TRANSFER
factors

Length of
homelessness
of participants

Quality of
«usual services»

Climate

Overall
assessment

Assessment

Minor
concerns

Minor
concerns

No concerns

Moderate
concerns

Explanation

The studies represented a range of participants with length o
homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more thg
years. All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.

The studies represented a range of quality of usual services. All of

the studies showed the same direction of effect.

The studies only partially represented the review context (cold
climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to settirrv
with warm or temperate climates.

There are no substantial differences between the included
studies and the review context with respect to length of

n 4

gs

homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, t
review finding is only based on evidence from cold climate
settings, and we do not have any evidence available regarding
how the intervention may work in warm settings.

(¢

\

Support-

ing
studies

1-10

1-10

1-10

1-10

\




Stage 6. GRADE the evidence
(Optional)

Stage 6.
Support GRADE

-CERQual

/
assessments

'GRADE




Stage 6. Support GRADE/-CERQual assessments

Stage 6.
Support GRADE

/-CERQual Indirectness
assessments

1. Differences in population (applicability)
2. Differences in interventions (applicability)

3. Differences in outcomes measures (surrogate

S S S S

outcomes)

4. Indirect Comparisons AvB=AvC+BvC(C)




Stage 6. Support GRADE/-CERQual assessments

Stage 6. )
Support GRADE

o= | |GRADE| CERQual phs

J

u/ Direct relevance
" Indirect relevance

./ Partial relevance




Risk of bias 2 GRADE component Risk of Bias

Stage 6. )
Support GRADE

/-CERQual R v B
N2 o Risk | InYon- Indi- | Im- Publi- | Overall Study event rates (%) Rela- | Anticipated absolute effects
t pa i- | of sisency |rectn |pre- |[cation | quality of tive ef-

asseSS| I Ien S pan bias ess cisio | bias evidence With pla- With targeted fect Risk with pla- Risk difference with
(stull- n cebo/atten- psychologi- (95% |cebo/atten- targeted psychologi-
ies) tion/other in- | cal/edu cI) tion/other interven- | cal/educational pre-
FolloW- tervention prevent tion vention interven-

j up terventions tions

?gpression scores (post-treatment) (assessed with: various measures)
231 seri- | not seri- | not seri- | not se- [ OO 111 120 - The mean Depression | SMD 0.14 lower
(3 RCTs) [oust |ous seri- ous 2 | rious Low scores (post-treat- (0.4 lower to 0.12
0 post- ous ment) in the control higher)
treat- group was not re-
ment ported
Depressive disorder (post-treatment) (assessed with: various measures)
0 seri- | not seri- | not seri- not se- | OO /0 0/0 RD - Study population
(1 RCT) |ous! |ous seri- ous 2 | rious Low 0.07
0 post- ous (-0.19 |0 per 1000 0 fewer per 1000
treat- to (0 fewer to 0O fewer)
ment 0.04)

) Authors' )
Bias Support for judgement
judgement PP Judg
Random sequence generation Low risk = R —

(selection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection Low risk
bias)

Assignment envelopes used, with central allocation centre.

Blinding of participants and personnel ||unclear risk
(performance bias)

Insufficient reporting to permit judgement of low or high risk.

Blinding of outcome assessment -
subjective outcomes

Interviewer was not blind to treatment condition, and this may affect outcome. Unclear whether participants were blinded to
treatment condition.

Blinding of outcome assessment -

; Interviewers not blinded to treatment condition.
objective outcomes

Ll = 0o Dl e L e Reasons for missing outcome data likelyto be related to true outcome (imbalance in numbers for missing data across groups).

bias)
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk All expected outcomes are accounted for.
Other bias = The study appears to be free of other sources of bias.




TRANSFER - GRADE component indirectness

Stage 6.
Support GRADE

Quali*, assc.-sment nmary of findings
/'CERQuaI N2 of Risk |Incon Indi- | Ir Publi- | Overall Study event rates (%) Rela- | Anticipated absolute effects
partici- | of sistegity | rectn | pré cation | quality of tive ef-
t pants bias ess cisipb | bias evidence Wwith pla- With targeted fect Risk with pla- Risk difference with
assessmen S (stud- n cebo/atten- psychologi- (95% | cebo/atten- targeted psychologi-
ies) tion/other in- | cal/educational | cy) tion/other interven- | cal/educational pre-
Follow- tervention prevention in- tion vention interven-
up / terventions tions

Depressiogh scores (post-treatment) (assessed with: various measures)

231 seri- | not seri- | not seri- not se- | PO 111 120 - The mean Depression SMD 0.14 lower

(3 ReAs) |oust | ous seri- |ous2 |rious Low scores (post-treat- (0.4 lower to 0.12
0 pbst- ous ment) in the control higher)

eat- group was not re-
ment ported

Depressive disorder (post-treatment) (assessed with: various measures)

0 seri- | not seri- | not seri- not se- | (OO /0 0/0 RD - Study population

(1RCT) |ous! |ous seri- |ous2 |rious Low 0.07

0 post- ous (-0.19 |0 per 1000 0 fewer per 1000
treat- to (0 fewer to 0 fewer)
ment 0.04)

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to fewer days spent homeless compared to usual services
TRANSFER factors Assessment Explanation Supporting
studies
ngth of homelessness No concerns The studies represented a range of participants with length 1-10
participants of homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more
than 4 years. All of the studies showed the same direction of
effect.
ality of «usual services»  No concerns The studies represented a range of quality of usual services.  1-10
All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.
imate Minor concerns  The studies only partially represented the review context 1-10
(cold climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to
settings with warm or temperate climates.
i There are no substantial differences between the included studies and the review context with
era” assessment M|n0r concerns respect to length of homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the review finding is 1-10
only based on evidence from cold climate settings, and we do not have any evidence available
regarding how the intervention may work in warm settings.




TRANSFER = GRADE-CERQual component

Stage 6.
Support GRADE

/-CERQual
assessments

TRANSFER factors

Length of homelessness
of participants

Quality of «usual services»

Climate

Overall assessment

Finding

Factors affecting experience of being homeless
1 Participants who
receive housing
programmes experience
less stress and are

Assessment

No concerns

No concerns

Minor concerns

Minor concerns

Summary of review Studies contributing Methodological
finding

Relevance

to the review limitations

finding

Study a, study b, study c; inor concerns Minor Minor
dy f, regarding concerns concerns
methodological regarding regarding
limitations due to coherence relevance

issues with reflexivity,
recruitment and
research design

Review finding: Housing programmes lead to fewer days spent homeless compared to usual services

Explanation

The studies represented a range of participants with length
of homelessness at baseline rangeing from 1 month to more
than 4 years. All of the studies showed the same direction of
effect.

The studies represented a range of quality of usual services.
All of the studies showed the same direction of effect.

The studies only partially represented the review context
(cold climates). We are unsure if the finding is tranfserable to
settings with warm or temperate climates.

There are no substantial differences between the included studies and the review context with
respect to length of homelessness, quality of usual services or climate. However, the review finding is
only based on evidence from cold climate settings, and we do not have any evidence available
regarding how the intervention may work in warm settings.

Moderate
concerns
regarding
adequacy
due to 6

contributing
studies with
moderately
thick data

Supporting
studies

1-10

1-10

1-10

1-10

Relevance Adequacy CERQual
assessment

Explanation of
CERQual

(confidence in assessment

the findings)

Moderate
confidence

Due to minor concerns
regarding
methodological
limitations, coherence,
and relevancy, and
moderate concerns
regarding adequacy



I Stage 6. GRADE/-CERQual the evidence

Stage 6.
GRADE/-

CERqual the
evidence

Secondary question (local context): What is the effect of housing ]
programmes on homelessness and housing stability in Norway?

Patient or population: Adults who are homeless
Setting: USA, Canada, Denmark, Austrslia
Intervention: Housing programmes
Comparison: Usual services

Quality assessment

Housing programmes compared to usual services for reducing homelessness and improving
housing stability in Norway

Summary of findings

N? of Risk of Inconsistency | Indirectness Imprecision Publication | Overall Study event rates (%) Relative Anticipated absolute effects
participants | bias bias quality of effect
(studies) evidence Usual services | Housing First | (95% CI) | Risk with Usual | Risk difference
Follow-up services with Housing
First
Number of days spent in stable housing (12 months)
S\
N
3027 Not Not ( Serious® ’Not serious | none @@@O 1502 1525 = - SMD 20.24
serious | serious’ \/ days more
M T
(10 RCTs) MODERATE (15.11 to
25.37)

CI: Confidence interval; MD: Mean difference
1. Large inconsistency, however a priori hypotheses related to length of homelessness and quality of usual services can explain heterogeneity.

2. Minor concerns regarding differences between studies and review context with| respect to length of homelessness and quality of usual services. No

concerns regarding differences between studies and review context related to climate.
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Stage 6.
GRADE/-

CERqual the

evidence

Review question: What is the effect of housing programmes on

homelessness and housing stability?

Patient or population: Adults who are homeless
Setting: USA, Canada, Denmark, Australia
Intervention: Housing programmes
Comparison: Usual services

Quality assessment Summary of findings

Housing programmes compared to usual services for reducing homelessness and improving
housing stability

N¢ of Risk of Inconsistency | Indirectness Imprecision Publication | Overall Study event rates (90) Relative | Anticipated absolute effects

participants bias bias quality of effect

(studies) evidence Usual services | Housing First | (95% CI) | Risk with Usual | Risk difference

Follow-up services with Housing
First

Number of days spent in stable housing (12 months)

3027 Not Not Not serious? )lot serious | none @@@@l 1502 1525 = = SMD 20.24

serious | serious’ HIGH days more

(10 RCTs) (15.11 to

25.37)

CI: Confidence interval; MD: Mean difference
1. Large inconsistency, however a priori hypotheses related to length of homelessness and quality of usual services can explain heterogeneity.
2. No substantial differences between studies and review context with respect to length of homelessness, quality of usual services, or climate.
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E stimated Time Remaining: 0:03

PIN: 2042CD3SE

Cancel l

Pilot refined versions of TRANSFER in upcoming reviews

* Conversation guide
e Guidance for review authors

User test methods for presenting TRANSFER assessments

User test TRANSFER assessments to support GRADE assessment of
indirectness

Pilot TRANSFER in qualitative evidence syntheses (and GRADE-CERQual
relevance component)

Set up TRANSFER project group (please email me if interested)



Volunteers?

m If you would like to user test the TRANSFER Approach please
contact us.
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