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AIM AND BACKGROUND 

Homelessness is on the rise: for just rough 
sleepers alone, the number increased to 4,751, 
on a single night in 2017, a 15% increase 
from the previous year (MHCLG, 2019). 
Homelessness not only kills, but also reduces 
life chances, which hinders the productivity of 
the economy’s workforce and puts a significant 
burden on public services (Thomas, 2012).

Against this backdrop, St Basils has 
implemented psychologically informed 
approaches – called Psychologically Informed 
Environments (PIE) – into their service delivery 
for young people who are homeless or at 
risk. Under this approach, and in an effort to 
support NEET (not in education, employment 
or training) young homeless, St Basils 
implemented the BOOST scheme in longer 
stay projects. A BOOST worker is assigned  
to each NEET young person to offer a range  
of activities to enhance their life skills and work 
as a team around the young person to address 
their wider support needs. Within these 
BOOST projects, St Basils and the School  
of Sport, Exercise and Rehabilitation Sciences 
from the University of Birmingham (UoB)  
co-designed and have been implementing  
My Strengths Training For Life™ (MST4Life™). 
This strengths-based programme involves 
ten sessions prior to a four-day/three-night 
residential aimed at developing emotional 
control, teamwork, problem-solving and 
organisation skills amongst homeless young 
people. These skills are essential to enter  
and remain in education and the workforce.

The Birmingham Business School (BBS) has 
been commissioned to conduct an external 
evaluation of these two programmes, BOOST 
and MST4Life™. The evaluation focuses on 
examining the educational and employment 
outcomes, as well as housing status, of 
participants. The evaluation of outcomes 
is translated into a cost-benefit analysis of 
the two programmes in terms of costs of 
implementation and savings for the public purse. 

METHOD OF EVALUATION 

The evaluation aims to examine the extent to 
which BOOST and MST4Life™ programmes 
have changed the trajectories of homeless 
young participants who were NEET. These 
trajectories span from a full transition out 
of homelessness to being homed and EET 
(employed or in education/training) to no 
transition, ie, staying homeless and NEET. 

This exercise is conducted in two steps. 
First, we identify clients of St Basils who 
were hosted in projects where these two 
programmes were not available and have 
similar characteristics to the participants,  
for example, in terms of age and gender.  
This provides us with a comparison group. 
Second, we compare the outcomes of the 
participants and those in the comparison 
group. We attribute the difference in  
outcome as a result of the programmes. 

Next, we compare the cost of these 
programmes to the savings achieved in 
terms of unemployment benefits, welfare 
benefits and healthcare costs. 
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BOOST MST4Life™

Percentage point difference between outcome of participants and comparison group

No transition: Remained 
NEET, homeless

-17 percentage point -8 percentage point

Full transition: Became  
EET, homed

12 percentage point 30 percentage point

Net benefit as a result of the programmes

Total net benefit (£) 842,732 134,777

Per head net benefit (£) 810 677

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF THE COST AND BENEFIT  
ANALYSIS OF THE TWO PROGRAMMES

RESULTS 

We find that both programmes have led to 
significant positive outcomes for the homeless 
young people (see Table 1). The BOOST 
scheme has led to an increase in the likelihood 
that a homeless NEET young person achieves 
full transition into EET and homed status by 
12 percentage points. It has also reduced the 
likelihood of no transition by 17 percentage 
points. As part of BOOST, MST4Life™ has 
provided an additional impact on these 
outcomes: MST4Life™ has increased the 
likelihood of full transition by 30 percentage 
points, and has reduced the likelihood of no 
transition by 8 percentage points. 

This positive change in the trajectories of NEET 
homeless young people is then translated into 
public savings. We estimate that the BOOST 
scheme has resulted in a total net benefit of 
over £800,000. For each pound invested into 
one young person, society has saved £2 in the 
year immediately after participation. MST4Life™ 
provided an additional net benefit of £137,000. 

CONCLUSION 

The analyses show that these programmes 
positively support young homeless people 
to sustain their accommodation, move out 
of homelessness and engage in education 
and/or employment. These effects are above 
and beyond traditional forms of support that 
young homeless people receive in supported 
accommodations. 

These programmes are also cost-efficient. By 
facilitating the transition out of homelessness 
and into employment and/or education, these 
programmes induce savings in terms of forgone 
tax revenues, unemployment benefits and 
healthcare costs. 

Future analysis could try to assess the medium-
and long-run benefits of these programmes. 
It would be also important to compare the 
effectiveness of these programmes to other 
types of interventions in order to determine 
which programmes are the most cost-effective 
and lead to the best outcomes. 
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Homelessness is on the rise throughout the 
UK. According to the government’s latest 
estimations, the number of rough sleepers has 
increased by 165% between 2010 and 2018. 
Homelessness affects different categories 
of the population to different extents, but 
according to existing figures a significant 
percentage of the homeless in the UK are 
young people. Among the rough sleepers, in 
2018, 6% are aged under 25 (MHCLG, 2019). 
According to Homeless Link, 44% of people 
accessing housing accommodation are aged 
between 16 and 24 (Homeless Link, 2017).

Homelessness is often associated with 
mental health issues, substance abuse and 
physical health problems. Homelessness 
is also associated with significant costs to 
public finances related to forgone income from 
employment, benefits, costs to the public health 
system and to the judicial system (Bramley et 
al., 2015; Centrepoint, 2016). 

St Basils is the largest provider of services for 
homeless young people in the West Midlands. 
It provides housing accommodation and 
support services to help young homeless, 
or those at risk of homelessness, achieve a 
successful transition to adulthood and out  
of homelessness. 

The Birmingham Business School has been 
commissioned to undertake an evaluation 
of two innovative projects; ‘BOOST’ and 
‘MST4Life™’, implemented by St Basils in 
collaboration with the School of Sport, Exercise 
and Rehabilitation Sciences at the University of 
Birmingham. The aim of this report is to analyse 
the success of these programmes in terms of 
facilitating the transition of young homeless 
NEET (not in education, employment or 
training) into being homed and EET (education, 
employment or training), and provide a cost-
benefit analysis of these projects. The time 
period covered by this evaluation is between 
31 September 2014 and 31 September 2017.

A further contribution of this analysis is to 
provide an evaluation of the effectiveness of 
Psychologically Informed Environments type of 
interventions. While other types of interventions 
have been reviewed, the effectiveness of 
Psychologically Informed Environments has 
not been thoroughly analysed (Public Health 
England, 2018).
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2.1 BOOST  

To support young people to learn, develop 
and achieve their aspiration with the aim of 
becoming economically active and independent, 
and following extensive consultation with young 
people, St Basils’ BOOST programme was 
created to place young people’s work readiness 
and employability at the core of service delivery. 
BOOST goes beyond simply giving information, 
advice and guidance to offering intensive, 
focused and tailored learning, skills and work 
support to break down barriers to engagement. 
This work is not done in isolation, but as part of 
a joined-up approach with the larger St Basils 
team and external providers. 

The BOOST programme provides a team around 
the young person, including support from a 
BOOST worker who is trained in St Basils’ 
psychologically informed environment model. 
Key features of BOOST include: 1) using 
tailored assessments to better understand young 
people’s issues and effectively assist them in 
moving forwards, 2) removing structural barriers 
to engagement and ensuring young people are 
not penalised through withdrawal of benefits for 
not attending work programme opportunities, 
and 3) recognising that no ‘one size fits all’, using 
creative, flexible and innovative approaches to 
developing a range of opportunities for homeless 
young people to access. 

2.2 MY STRENGTHS TRAINING  
FOR LIFE™ 

Mental skills training is an approach used 
to help elite athletes to maximise their 
performance by focusing on their psychological 
strengths. It was adapted by academics from 
the University of Birmingham in collaboration 
with staff and young people from St Basils 
into the My Strengths Training for Life™ 
(MST4Life™) programme. MST4Life™ is a ten-
session programme and four-day residential 
trip that helps young people to recognise, 
develop and apply mental techniques, such  
as goal-setting, planning, support seeking, 
reframing and mindfulness, to improve their 
self-confidence, interpersonal skills, resilience,  
and well-being.

Rather than trying to fix problems or issues, the 
focus of MST4Life™ is to help young people 
to realise their potential by focusing on their 
strengths. This strengths-based approach is 
grounded in the belief that all young people, 
regardless of their situation, have the capacity 
to learn, grow and develop. By helping young 
people to discover and build upon their mental 
skills and strengths, MST4Life™ creates 
empowering and affirming experiences with the 
long-term aim that these changes will transfer 
to their normal day-to-day life. 

The programme demands a hands-on 
approach from participants, so they learn to 
recognise and further evolve their mental skills 
and strengths in progressive personal and 
group challenges. The challenges and activities 
include structured reflections that facilitate the 
development as well as the implementation of 
skills that help with self-regulation, coping with 
stress and interpersonal relations.
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This evaluation used three sources of data:
1.  St Basils Youth Hub administrative data: 

St Basils is the single point of access for 
all homeless young people in Birmingham. 
Each homeless young person who enters 
into St Basils Youth Hub is asked to provide 
information related to their age, gender, 
ethnicity, as well as contacts with public 
services and whether they are currently a 
receiver of welfare benefits or allowances. 
Since each young person is required to 
register at the Youth Hub, we are also able to 
identify which young person has re-entered 
into the Hub to seek accommodation after 
exiting St Basils in a previous period.

2.  St Basils tenancy data: For each young 
person registered at the Youth Hub, St 
Basils decides whether accommodation is 
required and then allocates them to different 
accommodation projects, some offered 
by St Basils and some by other services. 
St Basils retains tenancy data regarding 
individuals who are allocated within their 
accommodation sites. From this data, we 
retrieved information about each young 
person’s duration of stay in that specific 
accommodation, the reasons for departing 
from that assigned accommodation, as well 
as whether the accommodation project was 
allocated as a BOOST site1.

3.  BOOST participation data: Each young 
homeless NEET person accommodated 
in a BOOST project site is offered the 
opportunity to participate in different types  
of activities through their BOOST worker. 
The young person can also choose to 
participate in MST4Life™. An exit form 
is completed when they depart from the 

BOOST scheme and from that record we 
retrieved information about whether they were 
NEET or EET at the point of departure. From 
records of participation, we also gathered 
information about whether a young person 
hosted in a BOOST project participated 
in MST4Life™.

We combined the three datasets by using each 
individual’s initials and date of birth. Because 
we were not able to perfectly match each 
individual2, our analysis may underestimate  
the true net benefit of these programmes. 

3.1 DEFINITION OF EXITING  
FROM HOMELESSNESS

By definition those who participated in the 
BOOST scheme were homeless young people 
at the beginning of the programme. We defined 
a BOOST participant to have exited from 
homelessness after the BOOST scheme if:
n     This individual left the accommodation with  

a ‘positive’ vacation reason. St Basils  
identify those who had a ‘positive’ vacation 
as those who had an internal transfer,  
moved to a local authority or registered 
social landlord (RSA) tenancy, moved to 
sheltered or supported housing, rented a 
private accommodation, went to stay with  
a family member or friend, or returned to  
a previous home.

n     OR if this individual stayed in the 
accommodation for longer than  
12 months.

n    AND this individual did not re-enter into  
the Youth Hub within the time period of  
the evaluation3.

3
. 

D
A

T
A

8 Economic Evaluation of Psychologically Informed Environments



9Economic Evaluation of Psychologically Informed Environments

3.2 INFORMATION ABOUT  
INDIVIDUALS’ NEET/EET STATUS

By definition those who participated in the 
BOOST scheme were NEET young people at 
the beginning of the programme. We retrieved 
information about their NEET/EET status, after 
participation in the scheme, from the BOOST 
participation exit form. 

For the comparison group, we used the 
registration information gathered at the Youth 
Hub to determine whether the individual was 
NEET or EET. We limited the comparison 
group to NEET young people. To determine 
their transition to an EET status we relied on 
the Youth Hub data and secondary sources. 
For those who re-entered into the Youth Hub 
(after departing from their accommodation), 
we have another record of their NEET/EET 
status. We used this second record of NEET/
EET status at re-entry as the outcome for the 
individuals in the comparison group. For those 
who did not re-enter (ie, those who exited from 
homelessness), we relied on data provided by 
Centrepoint. According to Centrepoint, 42%  
of their NEET clients exit homelessness as 
EET4. Table 2 summarises the sources of 
information on outcomes for the two groups.

Outcome Programme participants Comparison group

Exit homelessness
Tenancy data and  
Youth Hub data

Tenancy data and  
Youth Hub data

NEET/EET
Exit form from BOOST 
participation data

Youth Hub data and 
Centrepoint data

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF DATA SOURCES FOR OUTCOMES  
OF PARTICIPATIONS AND COMPARISON GROUP

3.3 DATA FOR EVALUATING  
THE BOOST PROGRAMME

For the BOOST evaluation, we only included 
those who entered the Youth Hub during 
the study period. We excluded all individuals 
who were recorded as being EET when they 
registered at the Youth Hub5. 

We constructed our comparison group by 
implementing the following criteria on the 
combined dataset:
1.  Only include those who entered the Youth 

Hub during the study period 
2.  Exclude all individuals who were recorded 

as being EET when they registered at the 
Youth Hub6

3.  Remove records of individuals who were 
accommodated in a BOOST project site but 
had no recorded participation in learning,  
skills and work activities

4.  Removed BOOST participants who were  
in non-BOOST accommodation projects

In summary, the comparison group used when 
analysing the effect of BOOST on outcomes 
were individuals who were NEET at the 
Youth Hub, did not participate in BOOST, 
and were not assigned to live in a BOOST 
accommodation site.
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3.4 DATA FOR EVALUATING MST4LIFE™

We apply the same definition of homelessness 
when evaluating MST4Life™. 

We constructed our comparison group by 
implementing the following criteria on the 
combined dataset:
1.  Excluded all those who did not participate  

in BOOST. This allows us to compare  
the additional effect of MST4Life™ on  
BOOST participants.7

2.  We made use of the different roll-out  
periods of the MST4Life™ projects in  
different accommodation sites (see 
Appendix I). For each study year individually, 
we excluded individuals who were 
accommodated in a site where MST4Life™ 
was being implemented but individuals did 
not participate in MST4Life™. This allowed 
us to control for selection bias whereby we 
might be capturing the effect of the more 
motivated individuals who would participate 
in MST4Life™, and have better outcomes 
regardless of the participation, instead of  
the effect of MST4Life™ itself.

3.5 CHARACTERISTICS OF 
PARTICIPANTS IN THE ANALYSIS

Individuals included in our analysis can 
be grouped in three samples; MST4Life™ 
participants only, BOOST participants that have 
not participated in MST4Life™, and clients in 
non-BOOST projects. MST4Life™ participants 
are by definition participants in the BOOST 
programme. Clients in non-BOOST projects 
constitute our control group. 

The individuals in our analysis are, on average, 
20-years-old. Clients in non-BOOST projects 
are slightly older on average but the differences 
across the three subsamples appear minimal.  
In terms of gender, there appears to be a 
balance between males and females across the 
three samples; 48% of MST4Life™ participants, 
49% of BOOST-only participants and 51% 
of the control group are female. In terms of 
ethnicity, around 40% of individuals are white 
with limited differences across the  
three samples. 

In this analysis, we are particularly interested 
in the transition of individuals out of 
homelessness and their re-engagement with 
employment and or education (EET status). 
Looking at these outcomes, and according 
to our data, 69% of MST4Life™ participants 
exited homelessness and 87% achieved an 
EET status. For BOOST-only participants, 65% 
of individuals exited homelessness and 59% 
achieved an EET status. While the average 
exit from homelessness rate seems similar 
between BOOST-only and Non-BOOST, the 
exit rate is higher for MST4Life™ participants. 
On the other hand, the transition into an EET 
status is significantly higher for MST4Life™ 
and BOOST participants in comparison to the 
42% benchmark that we apply as derived from 
Centrepoint data.

Summary statistics of the data are provided  
in Table 3.
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Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

MST4Life™ participants only

Age 19.54 2.11 16.05 24.75

Female 0.48 0.51 0.00 1.00

White 0.42 0.50 0.00 1.00

Exit homelessness 0.69 0.47 0.00 1.00

EET 0.87 0.34 0.00 1.00

BOOST participants only

Age 19.37 2.10 16.05 24.99

Female 0.49 0.50 0 1

White 0.40 0.49 0 1

Exit homelessness 0.65 0.48 0 1

EET 0.59 0.49 0 1

Did not participate in BOOST

Age 20.29 2.25 16.32 24.98

Female 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00

White 0.38 0.49 0.00 1.00

Exit homelessness 0.65 0.48 0.00 1.00

EET (when re-entered  
into Youth Hub)

0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00

Definitions

Age Age of participant as recorded in the Hub or tenancy

Female Equals 1 if the participant is a female; equals 0 if not a female

White Equals 1 if the participant is of white ethnicity; equals 0 if not white

Exit homelessness Equals 1 if the participant has exited homelessness as an outcome; 0 if not

EET Equals 1 if the participant became EET as an outcome; 0 if not

TABLE 3: SUMMARY CHARACTERISTICS OF MST PARTICIPANTS AND THOSE IN THE COMPARISON GROUP
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This evaluation is based on the extent to 
which the programmes have changed a young 
homeless NEET person’s trajectory into 
entering the workforce and/or exiting out of 
homelessness (see Figure 1). 

At baseline, all individuals we examine are 
between the ages of 16 and 25, and are both 
NEET and homeless. There are three possible 
transitions: 1) remained NEET but exited from 
homelessness, 2) became EET but remained 
homeless and 3) became EET and also exited 
from homelessness. However, certain young 
people may not achieve a transition and will 
therefore remain homeless and NEET.

These transitions have important implications for 
public spending. We examine three categories: 
unemployment, welfare benefits and contact 
with the healthcare system8.

The first category ‘employment’ captures the lost 
income that the government could have received 
from the individual if he/she was working. This 
lost government income includes income tax, 
national insurance and other indirect taxes, 
such as VAT. 

The second category ‘welfare benefits’ 
includes government expenditure paid to the 
eligible individuals who are homeless, such 
as providing them with housing services, and 
those who are unemployed, such as through 
job seeker’s allowance and employment and 
support allowance. 

The third category ‘health’ captures  
government expenditure which is used to  
pay for the healthcare services required by the 
individuals. Homelessness is often associated 
with additional problems such as drug and 
alcohol abuse or poor mental health (Bramley 
et al., 2015). These additional problems might 
translate into more frequent visits to the A&E 
and a greater demand for healthcare services. 

FIGURE 1: POSSIBLE OUTCOMES FOR A YOUNG HOMELESS NEET PERSON

NEET homeless

NEET homeless

Transition (1)  
NEET not homeless

Transition (2)  
EET homeless

Transition (3)  
EET not homeless

12 Economic Evaluation of Psychologically Informed Environments
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Table 4 provides a breakdown of the yearly 
unit costs associated with unemployment, 
welfare benefits and health for two age groups: 
18–24 and 16–17. The difference between 
homeless and homed, NEET and EET in terms 
of cost depends on the incidence rate for each 
category. Incidence rates are summarised in 
Appendix II. These incidence rates increase 
with homelessness and being NEET and 
translate into higher public costs for  
homeless NEET.

More specifically, we assign the intensity of 
public service usage or taxes foregone for 
each of the items in Table 4 for each outcome, 
ie, NEET homeless, NEET not homeless, EET 
homeless, EET not homeless (see Appendix 
II for intensities of usage for each outcome 
group). 

We multiply these intensities with unit costs  
in Table 4 to derive public cost for each  
outcome group.

Cost item 18+ 16/17 Year of reference

Unemployment

Direct tax forgone 542 0 2016

NI forgone 2,160 0 2016

Indirect taxes 4,113 1,25410 2016

Welfare benefits

Job seeker's 
allowance

3,011 3,011 2016

Housing benefit 
(homeless)

4,371 4,371 2016

Housing benefit  
(not homeless)

4,264 4,264 2016

Employment and 
support allowance

5,683 5,683 2016

Health

Alcohol Abuse 
(annual)

2,015 2,015 2015

GP surgery (incident) 21 21 2015

A&E (incident) 148 148 2016/2017

Hospital stay 
(incident)11

1,863 1,863 2015

Mental Health 
(annual)12 

1,287 1,287 2016/2017

TABLE 4: UNIT COST (£/YEAR) FOR TWO AGE GROUPS9
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We then associate each individual with these 
cost items depending on their age and their 
outcome status after the programme. It is then 
straightforward to compare the total value of 
the public cost before the programme and the 
value after the programme. This is ‘Difference 
(1)’ in Figure 2. 

In order to assess the effectiveness of each  
of these programmes, we need to compare  
the outcomes of participants to a counterfactual 
situation where the intervention was not 
received. More specifically, a transition out 
of a NEET homeless status could have 
happened regardless of participation in 
BOOST. Of course, we do not know for 
certain a participant’s trajectory if he/she had 
not participated. Instead, we estimate the 
possible transitions without the programme 
using information about clients of St Basils 

that did not have the possibility to participate 
in BOOST or MST4Life™. We refine this 
comparison group by only including individuals 
who have similar demographics to the 
participants. We attach higher weights to 
those individuals who are better ‘matched’ than 
those who are less similar to the participants. 
We apply these counterfactual transitions, 
based on the matched sample, to estimate the 
changes of costs that would have happened 
regardless of the programmes. (Difference (2)). 

The difference between the two (Difference 
(1)–Difference (2)) is the public cost saved  
due to the programme. 

Next, we calculate how the value of public 
savings compares with the cost of each 
programme. This allows us to conclude whether 
or not the programmes are cost-effective.

FIGURE 2: CALCULATIONS TO DERIVE THE PUBLIC COST SAVED  
DUE TO INTERVENTIONS

Difference (1) =
Public cost A minus

Public cost B

Difference (2) =
Public cost A minus

Public cost C

Public cost A
Participants

Before programme 

Public cost B
Participants

Public cost C
Not participants

After programme 

Public cost saved due to intervention = 
Difference (1) minus Difference (2)
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5.1 OUTCOME

Both programmes, BOOST and MST4Life™, 
have led to significant positive outcomes for 
homeless NEET young people. 

Starting with BOOST, we find that among 
BOOST participants (these include MST4Life™ 
participants) 36% have achieved a full transition 
to an EET and Homed status, 19% achieved 
a transition to EET but remained homeless, 
26% exited homelessness but remained 
NEET and 19% stayed homeless and NEET. 
However, to assess the effectiveness of each 
programme, we need to compare the results to 
the counterfactual outcomes that would have 
happened regardless of the programme. Looking 
at the matched comparison group constituted 
of Non-BOOST clients that have similar 
characteristics to the BOOST participants, 
we find that 24% of individuals achieved a full 
transition to EET and homed, 6% achieved a 
transition to EET without existing homelessness, 
26% exited homelessness but remained NEET 
and 36% did not achieve any transition. 

Regarding MST4Life™, we find that 62% of 
participants achieved a full transition (being 
EET and homed), 21% of participants transited 
to an EET and homeless status, 13% transited 
to a NEET and homed status and 5% remained 
NEET and homeless. The counterfactual 
transitions that would have happened had the 
participants only participated in BOOST (recall 
that the control group for assessing MST4Life™ 
is drawn from participants in BOOST projects 
where MST4Life™ was not available) are as 
follows; 31% for a full transition, 17% for 
a transition to EET and homeless, 40% to  
NEET and homed and 12% for no transition. 

Therefore, we find that participation in BOOST 
increases the probability of a full transition 
(being EET and homed) by 12 percentage 
points in comparison with the control group. 
In addition, young people who received both 
BOOST and also participated in MST4Life™ 
have two times higher probability in achieving 
full transition compared to the matched 
BOOST individuals who did not participate 
in MST4Life™. Similarly, individuals who 
participated in BOOST have lowered the 
probability in staying as NEET and homeless  
by around a half; this is the same for 
MST4Life™ participants.

16 Economic Evaluation of Psychologically Informed Environments
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BOOST Comparison group MST4Life™ Comparison group

No transition: 
NEET and homeless

19% 36% 5% 12%

Transition 1: 
NEET and homed

26% 34% 13% 40%

Transition 2
EET and homeless

19% 6% 21% 17%

Transition 3:
EET and homed

36% 24% 62% 31%

TABLE 5: PROBABILITIES OF OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPANTS AND THE COMPARISON GROUP

Our analysis also shows that compared 
with receiving BOOST only, participating in 
MST4Life™ increased the likelihood of the 
individual being in education, and attending 
more sessions of the programme accentuates 
this impact. We also find that participating 
in MST4Life™ increases the duration of 
accommodation, which is a measure of 
sustained housing. We find that MST4Life™ 
participation is a more important determinant 
of these outcomes than demographic factors 
such as age, gender and ethnicity.13

5.2 COST AND BENEFIT

Our conservative estimates show that the net 
benefit of the BOOST programme is £842,732 
over three years – a saving of £810 per young 
person has been achieved after only one year 
after the intervention (see Table 6). In other 
words, for each pound invested into one young 
person, society has saved £1.99 in the year 
immediately after the intervention.

Estimates for the net benefit from participating 
in the MST4Life™ programme is in addition to 
what has already been achieved through the 
BOOST programme. The net benefit of the 
MST4Life™ programme is estimated to  
be £134,777 or £677 per head. 

Details of the net benefits of these programmes 
are presented in Table 6. We base the estimation 
of the net benefits of BOOST and MST4Life™ 
on 1,040 and 199 participants respectively. 
Public Cost A is the initial cost to the public at 
the start of the analysis where all participants 
are NEET and homeless. We obtain this 
estimation by applying incidence rates from 
Appendix II to unit costs presented in Table 4. 

Public cost B is the cost to the public after 
the intervention and is based on the estimated 
transitions as reported in Table 5. More 
precisely, we consider that 36% of the 1,040 
BOOST participants became EET and homed 
after the intervention, 19% became EET and 
homeless, 26% became NEET and homed and 

19% remained NEET and homeless. For each 
of these statuses, we calculate the total cost 
based on the incidence rates from Appendix II 
and the unit costs presented in Table 4.

Public cost C (not reported) is the 
counterfactual cost that would have happened 
without the intervention. To estimate this 
cost, we apply the counterfactual outcomes 
reported in Table 5. For example, we consider 
that 24% of 1,040 BOOST participants would 
have become EET and homed without the 
BOOST programme. Difference (1) between 
public costs A and B, is the difference in 
cost observed after participation in each 
programme, Difference (2) is the counterfactual 
difference in cost that would have been 
observed had these participants been hosted in 
non-BOOST projects. The difference between 
the two represent the savings in terms of public 
cost that can be attributed to each programme. 
For BOOST, our conservative estimation of 
public cost savings is £1,703,301 and for 
MST4Life™ £368,471.
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Outreach 
(over 3 years)

Programme 
cost per head 

(£)

Net benefit
per head  

(£)

Total net  
benefit (£)

Upper bound 
target

450 533 1,383 622,344 

Lower bound 
target

300 800 1,103 496,454 

Actual 199 1,206 677 134,777 

TABLE 7: NET BENEFIT POTENTIAL OF MST4LIFE™

BOOST – 1,040 participants MST4Life™ – 199 participants

Total value (£)
Per head  
value (£)

Total value (£)
Per head  
value (£)

Public cost A: 
Before intervention:  
Initial cost to the 
public 

13,248,655 12,739 2,498,009 12,553

Public cost B:
After intervention: 
Cost to the public 
after intervention

5,349,795 5,144 575,482 2,892

Difference (1) 7,898,860 7,595 1,922,526 9,661

Difference (2) 6,195,559 5,957 1,554,056 7,809

Public cost saved  
due to intervention

1,703,301 1,638 368,471 1,852

Programme cost 900,000 865 240,000 1,206

Net benefit over three 
years

803,301 772 128,471 646

Benefit at present day 
value

842,732 810 134,777 677

TABLE 6: NET BENEFITS OF BOOST AND MST4LIFE™5.3 FURTHER NET BENEFIT  
POTENTIAL THROUGH OUTREACH

While MST4Life™ has clearly demonstrated 
value for money, it has the potential to achieve 
a higher net benefit if the outreach was higher. 
During the design phase, the outreach target 
was 100 to 150 young people per year over 
12 cohorts. Each cohort was designed for 
a participation of eight to 12 people; the 
actual participation numbers were lower. We 
estimate that the total net benefit could have 
been £1,383 per head, with a total benefit of 
£622,344, if the targets were achieved (see 
Table 7).
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The evaluation is providing a conservative 
estimate of the two programmes. For example, 
a young person might not have gained 
employment immediately after completing the 
programme but have done so the following 
year. We will not be able to capture the public 
savings for such cases. We are also only able 
to estimate one year of savings after the young 
person has left the programme – we expect 
the savings to be disproportionately higher 
over a longer period. For example, according to 
Coles et al., (2010) a conservative estimation 
of the lifetime public finance cost of NEET 
young people is £56,300 in 2010. Moreover, 
according to Centrepoint (2016) the additional 
cost factor for homeless NEET young 
people is 3.2 on average14. According to our 
estimations of a 12 percentage points increase 
in the likelihood of a full transition to EET and 
homed as a result of BOOST, we can infer 
savings of over £26 million over the lifetime 
of participants15. Additional lifetime savings 
can be achieved through other transitions, 
for example, to EET and homeless. 

We have also excluded certain categories of 
costs that were listed in Centrepoint (2016), 
namely crime, educational underachievement 
and economic inactivity. This is because we are 
unable to find satisfactory statistics for each of 
the three possible transitions. We expect the 
benefits to be higher if these categories were 
included in the analysis.

We also only calculated public costs, not 
benefits. For example, there is a possibility of a 
fully transitioned young person being promoted 
in the future – this might otherwise not be a 
possibility without having participated in the 
programme. Unpaid work, including charity 
and home-based work, are also not included, 
but are also activities that one expects a young 
person to have greater engagement and excel 
through stronger mental skills provided by  
the programmes. 

20 Economic Evaluation of Psychologically Informed Environments
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This analysis provides an evaluation of 
psychologically informed interventions in the 
context of youth homelessness and provides 
evidence of the effectiveness of these forms  
of intervention. 

The analysis focuses on two programmes 
implemented by St Basils. The two programmes, 
‘BOOST’ and ‘MST4Life™’, target NEET young 
homeless people and aim to support their 
transition out of homelessness and towards 
education and/or employment. 

The analysis shows that these programmes 
significantly support young homeless people 
to sustain their accommodation, move out 
of homelessness and engage in education 
and/or employment. These effects are above 
and beyond traditional forms of support that 
young homeless people receive in supported 
accommodations. 

These programmes are also cost-efficient. By 
facilitating the transition out of homelessness 
and into employment and/or education, these 
programmes induce savings in terms of forgone 
tax revenues, unemployment benefits and 
healthcare costs. However, our estimations 
of these savings should be considered as a 
lower bound as we are unable to account for a 
variety of other costs that are associated with 
homelessness and being NEET. Moreover, our 
estimations are based on short-term savings 
and do not evaluate lifetime benefits of  
these programmes. 

Future analysis could try to assess the medium-
and long-run benefits of these programmes. 
It would be also important to compare the 
effectiveness of these programmes to other 
types of interventions in order to determine 
which programmes are the most cost-effective 
and lead to the best outcomes. 
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1 The BOOST sites during the study period 
were: John Austin Court, Coneybere Gardens, 
Kidderminster Foyer, Bromsgrove Foyer, Carol 
Gething House, Edmonds Court Foyer and 
Mildenhall House, Lea Street and Vernon 
Road. The accommodation sites which were 
not under the BOOST programme were: 
BEO, BRA, GIL, GLL, GLT, GRA, GRV, HAL, 
HOW, OFF, PRI, RAD, RUN, SAN, SHC, SHF, 
SUM, SUS, TCM and TRH. We excluded the 
following short-term stay projects: Albert Road, 
Edgwood House, Milner Court and  
Yardley House. 

2 We are not able to perfectly match the three 
datasets together. One of the main reasons is 
that the names recorded of the same person 
could be different in different datasets. For 
example, in one record, the young person 
might have provided his/her nickname, and in 
another record s/he might have provided his/
her full name as written in the passport. Some 
individuals have also changed their surnames. 
There are also instances when names are 
recorded with different spellings. 45% of the 
tenancy data is matched with the Youth Hub 
data; and 88% of the participation data of 
BOOST are matched with either the Youth 
Hub or accommodation data. The final dataset 
is anonymised, with all personal identifiers 
removed.

3 We were not able to account for this when 
evaluating the MST4LifeTM because this 
means we have too few observations. The 
observations are lost due to imperfect matching 
(see footnote above).
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4 We make an assumption here that 
Centrepoint’s clients are in general similar  
to St Basils’ for those who did not participate 
in BOOST.

5 This is to ensure that all individuals are 
comparable with the BOOST participants.

6 This is to ensure that all individuals are 
comparable with the BOOST participants.

7 If we also include those who were not 
BOOST participants, we will not be able 
to disentangle the effect of BOOST and 
MST4Life.

8 We excluded the following categories which 
were included in Centrepoint (2016)’s analysis: 
educational underachievement, economic 
inactivity and crime. This is because we were 
unable to find accurate statistics regarding the 
intensity of usage for EET homeless. The unit 
costs stated in Centrepoint (2016) for these 
categories were:  

Education underachievement: £1.42 
per week of indirect taxes foregone for 
16–17-year-olds. £7.32 per week of direct 
taxes foregone, £7.25 per week of National 
Insurance payments foregone and £8.03 
per week of indirect taxes foregone for 
18–24-year-olds. 

Economic inactivity: £24.92 per week of 
indirect taxes foregone for 16–17-year-olds. 
£542.84 per annum of direct taxes foregone, 
£41.47 per week of National Insurance 
payments foregone and £65.65 per week of 
indirect taxes foregone for 18–24-year-olds. 

Crime: £34,840 per annum for imprisonment, 
£663 per occurrence for crime and £663 per 
occurrence for victim of crime for both  
age groups.  

Our exclusion of these categories imply that our 
evaluation underestimates the effect of these 
programmers and our cost-benefit analysis 
could be considered as a lower bound.

9 All statistics except the ones indicated by 
footnote are sourced from Centrepoint (2016). 
Numbers have been checked from the original 
source which Centrepoint (2016)  
has referenced. 

10 Sourced from ONS 2016  
www.ons.gov.uk/
peoplepopulationandcommunity/
personalandhouseholdfinances/
incomeandwealth/bulletins/ This is lower 
than the one referenced by Centrepoint 
(2016). The statistic used by Centrepoint  
is £1,295 per annum.

11 This statistic is assumed to be the same for 
both age categories. This assumption is also 
applied in Centrepoint (2016). The statistic 
referenced here is from NHS (2017) https://
improvement.nhs.uk/resources/reference-
costs/ This number is higher than the one 
used by Centrepoint (2016), which is £117.

12 This statistic is assumed to be the same for 
both age categories. This assumption is also 
applied in Centrepoint (2016). The statistic 
referenced here is from NHS (2017) https://
improvement.nhs.uk/resources/reference-
costs/ This number is higher than the one 
used by Centrepoint (2016), which is £271. 

13 We conducted a probit estimation and an 
ordinary least squares estimation to understand 
what predicts the following:
1)  Probability of being in employment
2)  Probability of being in education
3)  Probability of being EET
4)  Duration of accommodation

The variables which we controlled for include 
age, gender, ethnicity and support needs. 
Our variables of interest are whether BOOST 
participant has participated in MST4LifeTM 
and how many sessions this participant  
had attended.

These estimations allow us to estimate whether 
participation in MST4LifeTM is associated with  
the outcomes.

14 The additional cost factor is 3.7 for young 
people aged 16–17 and 2.7 for young people 
aged 18–24. 

15 The lifetime savings are based on the  
1,040 participants in BOOST and are  
adjusted for inflation.

http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/
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https://improvement.nhs.uk/resources/reference-costs/
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Dates Host Sites

October–December 2014 Conybere and John Austin Court

January–March 2015 None

April–June 2015
Carol Gethin House, Edmonds Court,  
and John Austin Court

July–September 2015 
Bromsgrove, Kidderminster, Priory  
and Trentham

YEAR 1 (2014–15)

Dates Host Sites

October–December 2015
Gillott Road, Moseley (Shaftesbury)  
and Walsall

January–March 2016 Conybere, Mildenhall and Solihull Fairchance

April–June 2016
Edmonds Court, Coventry Fairchance  
and John Austin Court

July–September 2016
Bromsgrove, Kidderminster, Priory  
and Trentham

YEAR 2 (2015–16)

Dates Host Sites

October–December 2016 Live and Work, Walsall, Gillott Road

January–March 2017 Conybere, Mildenhall, Moseley (Shaftesbury)

April–June 2017 None

July–September 2017 Conybere, John Austin, Carole Gething

YEAR 3 (2016–17)
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Ideally, we would have incidence rates for the 
non-homeless population to compare with the 
homeless population. Due to data limitations 
we compare the general population with the 
homeless population. The statistics for the 
general population contain the homeless 
population. However, since the homeless 
population is small compared to the non-
homeless population, we can assume that  
the statistics for the general population 
describe the non-homeless population.

Where possible, we retrieve data for four  
years (2014–17) and take a mean across  
the years. This is so that it is consistent with  
the evaluation time frame. But this is only 
possible with statistics on the general 
population.

Statistics on the homeless population is scarce. 
We rely on Centrepoint’s internal data as well as 
Homeless Link’s Health Audit Survey (2015).

Not all publications have statistics separated by 
age groups or separate in the way necessary 
to compare between groups. If no statistics 
are available by age, then we assume both age 
groups experience the same incidence rate. 
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NEET homeless16 NEET homed17 EET homeless18 EET homed19

Unemployment

Direct tax forgone 68% 44% 0% 0%

NI forgone 68% 44% 0% 0%

Indirect taxes 68% 44% 0% 0%

Welfare

Job seeker's allowance 59% 9% 0% 0%

Housing benefit (homeless) 100% 100% 0%

Housing benefit  
(not homeless NEET)

11%

Employment and support 
allowance

17% 12% 3% 0%

Health

Alcohol abuse (annual) 35% 18% 50% 12%

GP surgery (incident) 387% 259% 270% 326%

A&E (incident) 115% 80% 77% 15%

Hospital stay (incident) 59% 10% 28% 10%

Mental Health (annual) 47% 35% 39% 2%

INCIDENCES FOR 18 OR ABOVE

16 Statistics for NEET, homeless youths are sourced from Centrepoint (2016)
17 Statistics for NEET, homed youths are sourced from Centrepoint (2016)
18  Health statistics for EET, homeless youths are sourced from Homeless Link Audit Survey (2015)  

www.homeless.org.uk/facts/homelessness-in-numbers/health-needs-audit-explore-data
19  Health statistics for EET, homed are sourced from Goldman-Mellor et al., (2016) for alcohol abuse, Hobbs et al., (2016)  

for GP surgery, and NHS (2017) for A&E, hospital stay and mental health statistics. All statistics are describing the general population.

http://www.homeless.org.uk/facts/homelessness-in-numbers/health-needs-audit-explore-data 
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INCIDENCES FOR 2016–17

NEET homeless20 NEET homed21 EET homeless22 EET homed23

Unemployment

Direct tax forgone 43% 45% 0% 0%

NI forgone 43% 45% 0% 0%

Indirect taxes 43% 45% 0% 0%

Welfare

Job seeker's allowance 0% 0% 0% 0%

Housing benefit (homeless) 100% 100% 0%

Housing benefit (not 
homeless NEET)

8%

Employment and support 
allowance

4% 10% 2% 0%

Health

Alcohol abuse (annual) 36% 18% 50% 1%

GP surgery (incident) 342% 259% 238% 326%

A&E (incident) 106% 80% 69% 12%

Hospital stay (incident) 57% 10% 27% 5%

Mental Health (annual) 36% 35% 30% 2%

20 Statistics for NEET, homeless youths are sourced from Centrepoint (2016)
21 Statistics for NEET, homed youths are sourced from Centrepoint (2016)
22  Health statistics for EET, homeless youths are sourced from Homeless Link Audit Survey (2015)  

www.homeless.org.uk/facts/homelessness-in-numbers/health-needs-audit-explore-data
23  Health statistics for EET, homed are sourced from Goldman-Mellor et al., (2016) for alcohol abuse, Hobbs et al., (2016)  

for GP surgery, and NHS (2017) for A&E, hospital stay and mental health statistics. All statistics are describing the general population.

http://www.homeless.org.uk/facts/homelessness-in-numbers/health-needs-audit-explore-data 
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