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ADDRESSING THE HEALTH NEEDS
of the homeless population is
a challenge to physicians,
health institutions, and fed-

eral, state, and local governments.
Homelessness is pervasive in the United
States, and an estimated 3.5 million in-
dividuals are likely to experience home-
lessness in a given year.1 To address this
problem, 860 cities and counties have
enacted 10-year plans to end homeless-
ness, and 49 states have created Inter-
agency Councils on Homelessness.2

Rates of chronic medical illness are
high among homeless adults. With the
exception of obesity, stroke, and can-
cer, homeless adults are far more likely
to have a chronic medical illness such
as human immunodeficiency virus
(HIV), hypertension, and diabetes
mellitus and more likely to experi-
ence a complication from the illness be-
cause they lack adequate housing and
regular, uninterrupted treatment.3-6

Homeless adults are frequent users of
costly emergency department and hos-
pital services, largely paid for by pub-
lic dollars.7-14 The combination of
chronic medical illnesses and poor ac-
cess to primary health care has sub- stantial health and economic conse-

quences.
Prior intervention research has fo-

cused on subgroups of the homelessFor editorial comment see p 1822.

Context Homeless adults, especially those with chronic medical illnesses, are frequent
users of costly medical services, especially emergency department and hospital services.

Objective To assess the effectiveness of a case management and housing program
in reducing use of urgent medical services among homeless adults with chronic medi-
cal illnesses.

Design, Setting, and Participants Randomized controlled trial conducted at a pub-
lic teaching hospital and a private, nonprofit hospital in Chicago, Illinois. Participants
were 407 social worker–referred homeless adults with chronic medical illnesses (89%
of referrals) from September 2003 until May 2006, with follow-up through Decem-
ber 2007. Analysis was by intention-to-treat.

Intervention Housing offered as transitional housing after hospitalization dis-
charge, followed by placement in long-term housing; case management offered on-
site at primary study sites, transitional housing, and stable housing sites. Usual care
participants received standard discharge planning from hospital social workers.

Main Outcome Measures Hospitalizations, hospital days, and emergency depart-
ment visits measured using electronic surveillance, medical records, and interviews. Mod-
els were adjusted for baseline differences in demographics, insurance status, prior hos-
pitalization or emergency department visit, human immunodeficiency virus infection, current
use of alcohol or other drugs, mental health symptoms, and other factors.

Results The analytic sample (n=405 [n=201 for the intervention group, n=204 for
the usual care group]) was 78% men and 78% African American, with a median du-
ration of homelessness of 30 months. After 18 months, 73% of participants had at
least 1 hospitalization or emergency department visit. Compared with the usual care
group, the intervention group had unadjusted annualized mean reductions of 0.5 hos-
pitalizations (95% confidence interval [CI], −1.2 to 0.2), 2.7 fewer hospital days (95%
CI, −5.6 to 0.2), and 1.2 fewer emergency department visits (95% CI, −2.4 to 0.03).
Adjusting for baseline covariates, compared with the usual care group, the interven-
tion group had a relative reduction of 29% in hospitalizations (95% CI, 10% to 44%),
29% in hospital days (95% CI, 8% to 45%), and 24% in emergency department vis-
its (95% CI, 3% to 40%).

Conclusion After adjustment, offering housing and case management to a popu-
lation of homeless adults with chronic medical illnesses resulted in fewer hospital days
and emergency department visits, compared with usual care.

Trial Registration clinicaltrials.gov Identifier: NCT00490581
JAMA. 2009;301(17):1771-1778 www.jama.com

Author Affiliations are listed at the end of this article.
Corresponding Author: Laura S. Sadowski, MD, MPH,
Collaborative Research Unit, Department of Medicine,
Stroger Hospital of Cook County, 1900 W Polk St, Room
1606, Chicago, IL 60612 (sadowski@cchil.org).

©2009 American Medical Association. All rights reserved. (Reprinted) JAMA, May 6, 2009—Vol 301, No. 17 1771

 at University of Alabama-Birmingham on May 5, 2009 www.jama.comDownloaded from 

Owner
Text Box
Sadowski, L., Kee, R., VanderWeele, T., & Buchanan, D. (2009). Effect of a housing and case management program on emergency department visits and hospitalizations among chronically ill homeless adults: A randomized trial. JAMA-Journal of the American Medical Association, 301(17), 1771.



population, particularly those with se-
vere mental illness, substance abuse dis-
orders, veterans, or those with HIV. Few
studies of these subgroups have found
any positive effect of housing and case
management on health or health ser-
vice use,14,15 although most compared
2 active interventions without a com-
parison group receiving usual care.16,17

Missing are intervention studies of
homeless individuals with any chronic
medical illness. Our study sought to de-
termine whether an intervention that
provided housing and case manage-
ment for homeless adults with chronic
medical illness would reduce hospital-
izations and visits to the emergency de-
partment.

METHODS
Design and Setting
We conducted a randomized con-
trolled trial at 2 primary study sites (a
public teaching hospital and a private,
nonprofit hospital) in Chicago, Illi-
nois. Participants were enrolled from
September 2003 until May 2006, with
follow-up provided through Decem-
ber 2007. The housing and case man-
agement intervention was adminis-
tered at the primary study sites, 2 respite
sites, and 10 housing agencies. The
study protocol was approved by the in-
stitutional review boards at the pri-
mary study sites.

Sample
Hospital social workers referred any in-
patient who did not have housing to the
study team on weekdays between 8 AM
and 4 PM. Patients were eligible for in-
clusion if they were referred at least 24
hours before hospital discharge, were
at least 18 years of age, were fluent in
English or Spanish, were without stable
housing (housing for which a person
has adequate resources and for which
there are no time limits) during the 30
days prior to hospitalization, were not
the guardian of minor children need-
ing housing, and had at least 1 of the
following chronic medical illnesses
documented in the medical record: hy-
pertension or diabetes requiring medi-
cation, thromboembolic disease, renal

failure, cirrhosis, congestive heart fail-
ure, myocardial infarction, atrial or ven-
tricular arrhythmias, seizures within the
past year or requiring medication for
control, asthma or emphysema requir-
ing at least 1 emergency department
visit or hospitalization in the past 3
years, cancer, gastrointestinal tract
bleeding (other than from peptic ul-
cer disease), chronic pancreatitis, and
HIV. These illnesses were selected be-
cause of the increased mortality risk
they pose in homeless individuals.18 Pa-
tients were ineligible if their hospital
physician judged them incapable of self-
care on hospital discharge.

Study Variables
At baseline, we used the medical rec-
ord to assess sociodemographic and
health care variables (sex, age, insur-
ance status, number of hospitaliza-
tions, and emergency department vis-
its at the 2 primary study sites during
the prior year) and interviewed partici-
pants to determine their self-classified
race and ethnicity, education, and vet-
eran status. Race and ethnicity op-
tions were defined by the participants.
Details of alcohol and illicit drug use
were assessed using the alcohol and
drugs module of the Addiction Sever-
ity Index.19 Consumption of alcohol to
intoxication was defined as 5 or more
alcoholic drinks of any type during a
single 24-hour period during the pre-
vious 30 days. Any illicit drug use was
defined as any use of heroin, cocaine,
cannabis, or amphetamines (or of non-
prescribed barbiturates, methadone, or
opiates) during the 30 days preceding
the enrollment hospitalization.

Symptoms of mood and anxiety dis-
orders were assessed using the Brief Pa-
tient Health Questionnaire of the Pri-
mary Care Evaluation of Mental Health
Disorders, a screening instrument that
classifies symptoms into 4 disorders:
major depression, other depression,
panic attack, and other anxiety. A posi-
tive screen result for major depression
is defined as having little interest in do-
ing things or feeling down, depressed,
or hopeless at any time in the preced-
ing 2 weeks and also having 5 or more

depression symptoms that occur more
than half of the days or nearly every day.
A positive screen result for panic syn-
drome is defined as having a recur-
rent, sudden anxiety attack in the pre-
vious 4 weeks resulting in worry as well
as having 4 of 11 additional anxiety
symptoms. The prevalence of major de-
pression detected with this instru-
ment in the general population ranges
from 5% to 13%; the prevalence of panic
disorder ranges from 2% to 9%.20

Quality of life was assessed at base-
line and at 18 months using the physi-
cal functioning and mental health sub-
scales from the AIDS Clinical Trials
Group 21-Item Short Form instru-
ment.21 These subscales were trans-
formed to a 100-point scale, with higher
values representing higher quality of
life. Representative subscale mean
scores from HIV-infected persons re-
ceiving care were 69.08 for physical
functioning and 57.55 for mental
health.22 The quality-of-life subscales
were used to characterize the sample at
baseline and as a secondary outcome.
Duration of homelessness was as-
sessed at the 1-month interview.

Outcomes
Outcomes were the number of hospi-
talizations, total hospital days, and
number of emergency department vis-
its during the 18-month follow-up
period. Emergency department visits
that led to hospital admission were ex-
cluded, because the 2 primary study
sites seek reimbursement only for the
hospital admission; essentially all
(!95%) inpatients are admitted to the
hospital via the emergency depart-
ment in the 2 primary study sites.

At the primary sites, the outcomes
were assessed using electronic surveil-
lance of the medical records for all trial
participants. At the other study hospi-
tals, these outcomes were initially iden-
tified during the follow-up interviews
using the health service screening mod-
ules of the HIV/AIDS Treatment Ad-
herence, Health Outcomes and Cost
Study23 and then verified after review-
ing the requested medical records. We
received medical records from 66 other
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study hospitals, of which 58 were in Il-
linois, 33 were within Chicago city lim-
its, and 8 were out of state.

The sum of data from the primary
study sites and the other study hospitals
produced the total number of hospital-
izations, hospital days, and number of
emergency department visits at all hos-
pitals. All clinicians caring for the study
participants on the wards and in the
emergencydepartmentsandclinicswere
blinded to study group assignment.

Data Collection
Trained research associates verified eli-
gibility within 24 hours of the referral
from the hospital social worker. The as-
sociates explained the study, obtained
written informed consent, and per-
formed the baseline interview at the par-
ticipant’s bedside.

Participants were interviewed at 1, 3,
6, 9, 12, and 18 months following en-
rollment and compensated $20 after each
interview. At all interviews we assessed
housing status, quality of life, and health
service use, and we updated tracking in-
formation. Mental health symptom as-
sessment ended with the 12-month in-
terview. Follow-up interviews were
conducted at sites convenient for the par-
ticipant and conducive to privacy (eg,
clinic areas, hospital chapels, partici-
pant homes, the Cook County Jail, res-
taurants, and public spaces such as
parks). We tracked participants using a
multifaceted approach, with ongoing up-
dates of contact information and active
surveillance of electronic sources (eg, pri-
mary study site encounters and city jail
and state prison Web sites) as well as
searching parks, street corners, and other
locations that participants were known
to frequent.

Research personnel who collected
outcome data from medical records
were blinded to study group assign-
ment. Collection of medical records
from other study hospitals ended June
30, 2008; we received 89% of the medi-
cal records requested.

Randomization
Prior to implementation of the study,
the randomization strategy was deter-

mined by an outside statistician using
Stata version 7.0 (StataCorp, College
Station, Texas) to generate the start-
ing point for randomization. Using a
random-numbers table, one investiga-
tor (L.S.S.) placed each group assign-
ment into a sealed opaque envelope and
stored it until needed for enrollment.
Participants were randomized in a 1:1
allocation to the intervention group or
the usual care group using numbered
envelopes opened by the participant af-
ter the baseline interview, thus con-
cealing allocation assignment from par-
ticipants and research personnel until
after enrollment. Randomization was
stratified by study hospital.

Intervention
Participants randomized to the inter-
vention group received case manage-
ment services from the on-site inter-
vention social worker, including plans
for discharge to a respite care facility
for transitional care between hospital-
ization and stable housing.

The intervention,developedbyacon-
sortium of 14 hospitals, respite care cen-
ters, and housing agencies in Chicago,
had 3 integrated components: provi-
sion of transitional housing at respite
care centers, subsequent placement in
stable housing, and case management.
Case management for the intervention
was provided on-site at the primary
study sites, the respite care facilities, and
the stable housing sites. The case man-
agers had master’s-level training and
case loads of 20 or fewer active partici-
pants. Participants were defined as inac-
tive if they lost contact with the case
manager for 3 months or more. The pro-
gram allowed reengagement at any time.
Hospital case managers facilitated dis-
charge planning during subsequenthos-
pitalizations and placement in respite
care or back in stable housing sites.
Respite and housing case managers
facilitated the participant’s housing
placement and coordinated appropri-
ate medical care, with substance abuse
and mental health treatment referrals
coordinated as needed. Each interven-
tion participant had contact, at least
biweekly, with his or her on-site case

manager. The intervention case man-
agers had weekly team meetings to coor-
dinate the housing, social service, and
medical care needs of participants.

The housing intervention was based
on the Housing First model, which
encourages early placement in stable
housing following a short transitional
stay in respite care after hospitaliza-
tion.15 The stable housing options were
provided by 10 community agencies
offering group living arrangements as
well as apartments at single and scat-
tered sites. Housing decisions were
based on availability, sex, sobriety, HIV
status, andparticipants’ geographicpref-
erences.

Usual Care
Participants randomized to the usual
care group were referred back to the
original hospital social worker and re-
ceived the usual discharge planning ser-
vices with no continued relationship af-
ter hospital discharge. Typically patients
would be provided transportation to an
overnight shelter if no other accom-
modation could be arranged before dis-
charge. Participants with HIV had ac-
cess to case management after hospital
discharge through a Ryan White pro-
gram, while those without HIV had ac-
cess to general case management ser-
vices. Access to any respite or stable
housing site for usual care partici-
pants was unaffected by the interven-
tion or participation in the study.

Statistical Analysis
Our sample size of 200 in each group was
based on funding limits. Using preva-
lence estimates and hospitalizations from
a prior study in our setting,12 we had the
ability to detect a difference of at least
30% for emergency department visits and
33% for hospitalizations, with 90%
power and 2-tailed "=.05 (Arcus Quick-
Stat, Biomedical Version 1.0, Cam-
bridge, United Kingdom).

We conducted an intention-to-treat
analysis for each of the outcomes (emer-
gency department visits, hospitaliza-
tions, and total hospital days) at all
hospitals (primary outcome) and also
at primary study sites only. Emer-
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gency department visits and hospital-
ization outcomes were categorized as
0, 1, 2, and 3 or more events to ad-
dress the high degree of skewness in the
data; exact tests were used to compare
the categorized outcome distribu-
tions. We also performed t tests to com-
pare study groups for each outcome,
without assuming equal variance. Al-
though the count data were nonnor-
mal and highly skewed, with a large
number of zeros for each outcome, the
sample size was sufficiently large to po-
tentially allow t tests. Annualized rate
differences per person and per 100 per-
sons were calculated.

To better model the underlying dis-
tribution of the count data and increase
statistical efficiency, theanalysisplanpre-
specified that regression models would
be used for each outcome. Likelihood ra-
tio tests and the Vuong test24 suggested
that zero-inflated negative binomial re-
gression models better fit the data than

zero-inflated Poisson models or regular
negative binomial models, owing to the
data dispersion and the preponderance
of zeros. The models adjusted for all base-
line covariates; the zero-inflation factor
was modeled with an intercept and in-
dicators for an emergency department
visit in the prior year and for hospital-
ization in the prior year.

Incidence rate ratios were pro-
duced by exponentiating the study
group regression coefficients. We re-
port rate reduction statistics equal to 1
minus the incident rate ratio. In a sepa-
rate analysis, inverse probability weight-
ing using all baseline covariates was
used to adjust for differential fol-
low-up for the all-hospital out-
comes.22 Confidence intervals were cal-
culated with robust standard errors.

We used t tests to compare groups on
quality of life at follow-up. To handle
missing quality-of-life data (83 partici-
pants in the usual care group and 55 in

the interventiongroupweremissingsuch
data at the 18-month interview), we used
inverse probability weighting, using the
baseline covariates.25

All P values were based on 2-tailed
tests; values less than .05 were consid-
ered statistically significant. Statistical
analysis was performed using Stata ver-
sion 10.0.

RESULTS
Of the 604 referrals from hospital so-
cial workers, 455 inpatients were eli-
gible, of whom 407 (89%) agreed to
participate and were randomized; of
these, 201 were assigned to the inter-
vention group and 206 were assigned
to the usual care group (FIGURE). Two
usual care participants withdrew their
consent after randomization because
they did not want to participate in the
follow-up interviews and were ex-
cluded from analyses. After 18 months
of follow-up, 25 participants had died
in the intervention group and 23 had
died in the usual care group. Of the 176
intervention participants alive at 18
months, 116 reached stable housing and
15 were incarcerated. Of the 181 usual
care participants alive at 18 months, 19
reached stable housing and 16 were in-
carcerated. Of those eligible for the 18-
month follow-up, 146 of 163 interven-
tion participants (90%) and 122 of 166
usual care participants (73%) were in-
terviewed. Excluding death, no ad-
verse events were reported in either
study group.

Baseline characteristics between the
2 study groups were similar, except that
more intervention participants had been
hospitalized at the primary study sites
during the year preceding enrollment
(P=.05) (TABLE 1). The 25th, 50th, and
75th percentiles for hospitalizations at
the primary study sites in the prior year
were 0, 1, and 2, respectively, for the
intervention group but 0, 0, and 1, re-
spectively, for the usual care group. The
25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles for
emergency department visits at the pri-
mary study sites in the prior year were
0, 1, and 3, respectively, for both
groups. Of the 405 trial participants,
45% had insurance (37% Medicaid, 8%

Figure. Flow of Participants Through the Trial

604 Patients referred and assessed
for eligibility

201 Randomized to receive
intervention

206 Randomized to receive
usual care

166 Eligible for 18-mo interview
23 Died
11 Could not be interviewed

(detained or incarcerated)
4 No permission to contact

163 Eligible for 18-mo interview
25 Died

9 Could not be interviewed
(detained or incarcerated)

4 No permission to contact

201 Received case management
during enrolling hospitalization

165 Received case management
after hospitalization

116 Received supportive housing
placement

204 Received usual care as assigned
2 Withdrew consent

122 Completed 18-mo interview
44 Did not complete 18-mo

interview (could not be located)

146 Completed 18-mo interview
17 Did not complete 18-mo

interview (could not be located)

407 Randomized

204 Included in primary analysis
2 Excluded (withdrew consent)

201 Included in primary analysis

197 Excluded
149 Did not meet inclusion criteria
48 Refused to participate

15 Disliked transitional housing
11 Satisfied with unstable housing
22 Other (disliked study requirements

[randomization], distrust, fear)
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Medicare). Among trial participants,
36% were HIV seropositive, and nearly
60% reported drug use in the 30 days
preceding the enrolling hospitaliza-
tion (Table 1). During the 30 days pre-
ceding the enrolling hospitalization,
27% of participants had lived on the
streets, 43% had stayed in shelters, and
50% were temporarily staying with fam-
ily or friends. The median duration of
homelessness was 30 months (inter-
quartile range, 11-105 months).

Primary Outcomes
When the unadjusted primary out-
comes (hospitalizations, hospital days,
and emergency department visits) were
treated as continuous measures, over
18 months there were 583 hospitaliza-
tions in the intervention group (1.93
hospitalizations/person per year
[n=201]) and 743 in the usual care
group (2.43 hospitalizations/person per
year [n=204]); however, the reduc-
tion of −0.5 hospitalizations/person per
year (95% confidence interval [CI], −1.2
to 0.2) in the intervention group as
compared with the usual care group was
not statistically significant (P= .16)
(TABLE 2). Over 18 months, there were
2635 hospital days at all hospitals in the
intervention group (8.74 days/person
per year) and 3500 in the usual care
group (11.44 days/person per year); the
reduction of −2.7 hospital days/
person per year (95% CI, −5.6 to 0.2)
in the intervention group was not sta-
tistically significant (P=.07). Over 18
months, there were 787 emergency de-
partment visits at all hospitals in the in-
tervention group (2.61 visits/person per
year) and 1154 in the usual care group
(3.77 visits/person per year); the re-
duction of −1.2 emergency depart-
ment visits/person per year (95% CI,
−2.4 to 0.03) in the intervention group
was not statistically significant (P=.06).

Thus, for every 100 homeless adults
offered the intervention, the expected
benefits over the next year would be 49
(95% CI, −20 to 119) fewer hospital-
izations, 270 (95% CI, −23 to 563)
fewer hospital days, and 116 (95% CI,
−3 to 235) fewer emergency depart-
ment visits.

When we assessed outcomes at all
hospitals using zero-inflated negative
binomial models adjusted for all base-

line variables, the intervention group
had lower rates of hospitalizations, hos-
pital days, and emergency department

Table 1. Baseline Characteristics

Characteristic

No. (%)

P
Value

Intervention
(n = 201)

Usual Care
(n = 204)

Sociodemographic characteristics
Age, mean (SD), y 47 (8.2) 46 (9.1) .30
Men 149 (74) 161 (79) .26
Race or ethnic group

African American 162 (81) 154 (76)
Hispanic 17 (8) 17 (8)

.64
White 13 (7) 21 (10)
Mixed or other 9 (4) 12 (6)

Education, highest level attained
Less than high school graduation 97 (48) 91 (44)
High school graduation 59 (29) 62 (30) .73
Beyond high school 45 (22) 51 (25)

Veteran 18 (9) 21 (10) .68
No medical insurance 101 (50) 122 (60) .05
Housing location 30 d prior to enrollment

Streets, abandoned buildings, parks 83 (41) 98 (48) .17
Shelters 50 (25) 64 (31) .15
Doubled up with family or friends 106 (53) 102 (50) .58
Transient hotel 13 (7) 16 (8) .70
Othera 20 (10) 18 (9) .70

Health care and health characteristics
Hospitalizations at primary study sites in prior 12 mo,

mean (SD)
1.24 (2.0) 0.89 (1.5) .05

Emergency department visits at primary study sites
in prior 12 mo, mean (SD)

2.23 (3.3) 2.52 (4.9) .49

HIV seropositive 75 (37) 71 (35) .60
Alcohol intoxication in prior 30 d 114 (43) 128 (37) .22
Any illicit drug use in prior 30 d 120 (60) 118 (58) .70
Mental health symptoms

Major depression 80 (40) 92 (45) .28
Other depression 66 (33) 68 (33) .92
Panic disorder 30 (15) 36 (18) .46
Other anxiety disorder 80 (40) 91 (45) .33

ACTG SF-21 quality-of-life subscales, mean (SD)b
Physical functioning 45.9 (28.6) 45.7 (28.0) .95
Mental health 42.3 (25.6) 39.6 (25.9) .29

Abbreviations: ACTG SF-21, AIDS Clinical Trials Group 21-Item Short Form instrument; HIV, human immunodeficiency virus.
aParticipant spent 1 or more of last 30 days in residential treatment for substance use, detained in jail or prison, group home,

public housing, or rental unit which the participant did not have sufficient resources to maintain.
bSubscales transformed to achieve a range of possible scores of 0-100.

Table 2. Unadjusted Study Outcomes: Hospitalizations, Hospital Days, and Emergency
Department Visits, by Study Group

Outcomes
(All Hospitals)

Mean (25th, 50th, 75th
Percentiles) at 18 mo Mean Difference (95% CI)

P
ValueIntervention Usual Care 18-mo Follow-up

12-mo
Annualized

Hospitalizations 2.9 (0, 1, 3) 3.6 (0, 2, 5) !0.7 (!1.8 to 0.3) !0.5 (!1.2 to 0.2) .16
Hospital days 13.1 (0, 6, 16) 17.2 (0, 7.5, 24) !4.1 (!8.4 to 0.3) !2.7 (!5.6 to 0.2) .07
Emergency

department
visits

3.9 (0, 1, 4) 5.7 (0, 2, 6) !1.7 (!3.5 to 0.04) !1.2 (!2.4 to 0.03) .06

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.
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visits (rate reductions of 29% (P=.005),
29% (P=.01), and 24% (P=.03), re-
spectively) (TABLE 3). After adjusting
for differential follow-up, the rate re-
ductions at all hospitals became 34% for
hospitalizations (P=.003), 42% for hos-
pital days (P=.001), and 18% for emer-
gency department visits (P=.13).

After 18 months, 73% of the sample
had at least 1 hospitalization or emer-
gency department visit. When out-
comes at all hospitals (hospitaliza-
tions, hospital days, emergency
department visits) after 18 months were

categorized as 0, 1, 2, and 3 or more
events, the unadjusted differences be-
tween the study groups were statisti-
cally significant for the number of hos-
pitalizations and emergency department
visits. The intervention participants had
fewer hospitalizations (P = .03) and
fewer emergency department visits
(P=.007); the difference for the unad-
justed categorized outcome for hospi-
tal days was not statistically signifi-
cant (P=.10) (TABLE 4).

Secondary Analysis

Hospitalizations and Emergency De-
partment Visits at Primary Study Sites.
We had 100% of the outcome data oc-
curring at the primary study sites and
conducted a secondary analysis for this
subgroup. When the primary study site
outcomes (hospitalizations, hospital
days, and emergency department vis-
its) were categorized as 0, 1, 2, and 3
or more events, the unadjusted differ-
ences between the study groups were
statistically significant; the interven-
tion group had fewer hospitalizations
(P=.002), fewer hospital days (P=.03),
and fewer emergency department vis-
its (P=.004).

When the unadjusted outcomes were
treated as continuous measures, dur-
ing the 18-month follow-up period
there were 271 hospitalizations at pri-
mary study sites in the intervention
group (0.93 hospitalizations/person per
year [n=201]) and 462 at primary study
sites in the usual care group (1.53 hos-
pitalizations/person per year [n=204]).
Thus, there was a reduction of −0.6 hos-
pitalizations/person per year (95% CI,
−1.0 to −0.3) in the intervention group
compared with the usual care group
(P# .001). Over 18 months, there were
1259 hospital days at primary study
sites in the intervention group (4.18
days/person per year) and 2312 in the
usual care group (7.56 days/person per
year), for a reduction of −3.4 hospital
days/person per year (95% CI, −5.3 to
−1.4) in the intervention group
(P# .001). Over 18 months, there were
546 emergency department visits at pri-
mary study sites in the intervention
group (1.8 visits/person per year) and

942 in the usual care group (3.1 visits/
person per year), for a reduction of −1.3
emergency department visits/person per
year (95% CI, −2.3 to −0.2) in the in-
tervention group (P=.02).

When we assessed each outcome
using the zero-inflated negative bino-
mial model adjusted for all baseline
variables, the intervention group had
lower rates of hospitalizations, hospi-
tal days, and emergency department
visits, with rate reductions of 46%
(P# .001), 46% (P# .001), and 36%
(P=.001), respectively.

Quality of Life. Compared with base-
line, both groups reported improve-
ment in physical functioning and men-
tal health at the 18-month interview.
The mean physical functioning score
was 53.6 (95% CI, 49.2 to 60.0) in the
intervention group and 52.2 (95% CI,
46.9 to 57.4) in the usual care group;
the difference was not statistically sig-
nificant (P= .68). The mean mental
health score was 57.0 (95% CI, 52.8 to
61.3) in the intervention group and 54.0
(95% CI, 49.1 to 58.9) in the usual care
group; the difference was not statisti-
cally significant (P=.35). When we ad-
justed for missing data using inverse
probability weighting, the differences
in physical functioning and mental
health outcomes remained statisti-
cally nonsignificant.

COMMENT
The findings of this randomized con-
trolled trial demonstrate that a hous-
ing and case management program
for chronically ill homeless adults
reduced hospitalizations and emer-
gency department visits. The magni-
tude of benefit was large: our most
conservative analyses suggest a 29%
reduction in hospital days and a 24%
reduction in emergency department
visits. This translates into substantial
health care impact. For every 100
homeless adults (similar to those
included in our study) offered the
intervention, the expected benefits
over the next year would be 49 fewer
hospitalizations, 270 fewer hospital
days, and 116 fewer emergency de-
partment visits.

Table 3. Rate Reduction of Study Outcomes
in the Intervention Group Compared With
the Usual Care Group, Adjusting for Baseline
Characteristicsa

Outcome
(All Hospitals)

Rate
Reduction
(95% CI)

P
Value

Hospitalizations 29 (10 to 44) .005
Hospital days 29 (8 to 45) .01
Emergency department

visits
24 (3 to 40) .03

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.
aZero-inflated negative binomial models were used for each

outcome because of the count data and the large num-
ber of zero values. Incident rate ratios were calculated
for the negative binomial component of the model; the
rate reduction figures reported are equal to 1 minus the
incident rate ratio. Baseline variables used for adjust-
ment included sex, race, age, education, insurance, vet-
eran, prior hospitalization or emergency department visit,
human immunodeficiency virus status, enrolling pri-
mary study site, current alcohol and other drug use,
physical function quality of life, mental health quality of
life, and mental health disorders.

Table 4. Unadjusted Categorical Outcomes:
Hospitalizations, Hospital Days, and
Emergency Department Visits, by Study Group

Outcomes
(All Hospitals) Intervention

Usual
Care

P
Value

Hospitalizations
0 58 58
1 47 26

.03
2 31 33
$3 65 87

Hospital days
0 58 58
1 8 2

.10
2 9 4
$3 126 140

Emergency
department
visits

0 65 54
1 36 30 .007
2 33 19
$3 67 101
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Our findings apply to adults who lack
stable housing, have been hospital-
ized at least once, and have 1 or more
chronic medical illnesses. Despite these
high-risk characteristics, 27% of our
sample had no hospitalization or emer-
gency department visit during the 18-
month study period. However, other
study participants used the health care
system extensively, demonstrating the
heterogeneity of the homeless popula-
tion. We do not know the effect of hous-
ing assignment on where emergent hos-
pital care was received, although we
anticipated that participants with medi-
cal insurance limitations would seek
care at the primary study sites. Al-
though our intervention provided novel
case management, the housing units
were provided through routinely avail-
able federal housing funds.

Although our study outcomes dif-
fered from those reported in the re-
view by Hwang et al,16 similar to many
of those studies our results did not show
an improvement in health. We found
no significant mortality difference be-
tween groups. For both groups, we
found an improvement in quality of life
(physical functioning and mental health
from baseline), likely owing, in part, to
low baseline values assessed during the
enrolling hospitalization.

Several factors could account for the
success of our intervention. First, our
case management program was linked
to the medical system and provided
coordinated services across the full
spectrum of settings—hospitals,
respite care centers, and stable and
unstable community housing. Second,
our intervention recognized the
heterogeneity within the homeless
population and tried to tailor the sup-
portive housing to the participant’s
needs and characteristics. Third, our
intervention represented a city-wide
consortium of clinicians, social work-
ers, and housing and other advocacy
groups, which facilitated a compre-
hensive and coordinated effort to
obtain case management and housing
for every intervention participant.

The strengths of our study were the
rigorous design and analysis plan, the

sample characteristics (broad inclu-
sion criteria, including chronic medi-
cal illness; few individuals refusing to
participate), the length of follow-up,
and the blinded collection of outcome
data. We had complete data for 100%
of the sample from the 2 primary study
sites. Because we lacked electronic ac-
cess to the medical records of the other
study hospitals, we had to rely on par-
ticipant interviews to identify these out-
comes, which probably biased results
for all hospitals against the interven-
tion group. We had opportunity to
identify hospitalizations and emer-
gency department visits at other study
hospitals for 17% more of the interven-
tion participants at the 18-month in-
terview. After adjusting for the differ-
ential follow-up in our analyses, large
rate reductions for all hospitals re-
mained.

Our study has limitations. We did not
measure the types of services provided
or their costs. For example, we did not
assess whether an emergency depart-
ment visit was for refilling prescrip-
tions (common when individuals have
poor access to primary care) or for life-
threatening health problems. We did
not have complete follow-up of our out-
comes at the other study hospitals. We
did not have records of other medical
services, such as primary care visits
and mental health service encounters.
Severity of illness was not measured at
baseline, although participants were
randomized to study groups, and the
groups had similar physical and men-
tal health functioning as assessed in our
quality-of-life measurement as well as
similar numbers of emergency depart-
ment visits at the primary study sites
during the year preceding enrollment.
The study did not have the power to
distinguish the independent effects of
the case management and housing
components of the intervention. Our
community-wide intervention was
tested in only a single setting, urban
Chicago, Illinois.

In summary, an intervention com-
prising housing and case management
greatly reduced emergency depart-
ment and hospital use among home-

less adults with chronic medical ill-
nesses. These results provide a rationale
and a blueprint for programs that ad-
dress the needs of this vulnerable popu-
lation.

Author Affiliations: Collaborative Research Unit, De-
partment of Medicine, Stroger Hospital of Cook County
(Drs Sadowski and Kee); Rush University Medical Cen-
ter (Dr Kee); Department of Health Studies, Univer-
sity of Chicago (Dr VanderWeele); Erie Family Health
Center (Dr Buchanan); and Northwestern University
Feinberg School of Medicine (Dr Buchanan), Chi-
cago, Illinois.
Author Contributions: Dr Sadowski had full access to
all of the data in the study and takes responsibility for
the integrity of the data and the accuracy of the data
analysis.
Study concept and design: Sadowski, Buchanan.
Acquisition of data: Sadowski, Kee.
Analysis and interpretation of data: Sadowski,
VanderWeele, Buchanan.
Drafting of the manuscript: Sadowski, VanderWeele.
Critical revision of the manuscript for important in-
tellectual content: Sadowski, Kee, VanderWeele,
Buchanan.
Statistical analysis: VanderWeele.
Obtained funding: Sadowski.
Administrative, technical, or material support:
Sadowski, Buchanan.
Study supervision: Sadowski, Kee.
Financial Disclosures: Drs Sadowski, Kee, and
VanderWeele reported receiving partial compensa-
tion for their work in conducting this study. Dr
Buchanan reported that he expects to receive
research funding from the Corporation for Support-
ive Housing and that he previously served as medical
director for Connections for the Homeless, Evanston,
Illinois, which provides permanent supportive
housing.
Funding/Support: The intervention housing rental sub-
sidies and case management were funded by Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development Support-
ive Housing Program grants IL01B210064-IL18096 and
IL01B20031-IL18064, Housing Opportunities for
People with AIDS Special Projects of National Signifi-
cance grant IL-H02-0015, the Michael Reese Health
Trust, the AIDS foundation of Chicago, and the Polk
Bros Foundation. The trial was funded by the Michael
Reese Health Trust, the Chicago Community Trust, and
the AIDS Foundation of Chicago.
Role of the Sponsors: The local agencies of the Chi-
cago Continuum of Care approved the trial design and
provided the resources to deliver the intervention. The
sponsors had no role in the preparation, review, or ap-
proval of the manuscript.
Additional Contributions: The success of this study
is largely owing to the dedication and tireless work of
the field team. We thank Diana Garcia, MPH, study
coordinator; Rita Gondocs, MPH, initial coordinator;
and the following research staff who were compen-
sated (including tuition reimbursement) for their work:
Katherine Jorgenson, MEd; Gary Podschun, BA; Uni-
versity of Illinois at Chicago: Celia Almazan, BS, Brett
Avila, BA, Elizabeth Cracraft, BA, Joseph Day, MA,
Nicholas DiMeo, BA, Maya Evans, BA, Michael Hanna,
BS, Justin Hubbarth, BS, Ambrose Jackson, BS, Juleah
Joseph, BS, Kathleen Laboe, BA, Silvia Lara, BS, Jessica
Ledesma, MEd, Anna Long, BSW, Jennifer No-
wicki, BA, and Thomas Riess, MPH; Wheaton Col-
lege: Brian McLaughlin, BA. The study would not have
been possible without the Chicago Housing for Health
Partnership’s housing and case management pro-
gram, developed for the chronically ill homeless in Chi-
cago by the agencies of the Chicago Continuum of
Care, especially the agency that coordinates the case
management, the AIDS Foundation of Chicago and

CASE MANAGEMENT AND HOUSING AMONG HOMELESS ADULTS

©2009 American Medical Association. All rights reserved. (Reprinted) JAMA, May 6, 2009—Vol 301, No. 17 1777

 at University of Alabama-Birmingham on May 5, 2009 www.jama.comDownloaded from 



Arturo V. Bendixen, Director of Housing. We are grate-
ful to all of the local donors who provided the finan-
cial support to conduct this trial, in particular the
Michael Reese Health Trust and our senior program
officer, Elizabeth A. Lee. Lastly, we thank Arthur Evans,
MD, MPH, of the Collaborative Research Unit for his
critical review and editing of an earlier version of the
manuscript, for which he received no compensation.

REFERENCES

1. How many people experience homelessness? NCH
Fact Sheet No. 2. National Coalition for the Home-
less Web site. http://www.nationalhomeless.org
/publications/facts/how_many.html. June 2008. Ac-
cessibility verified March 31, 2009.
2. Interagency Council on Homelessness Web site.
http://www.ich.gov Accessed January 26, 2009.
3. Health care and homelessness. NCH Fact Sheet No.
8. National Coalition for the Homeless Web site. http:
//www.nationalhomeless.org/publications/facts
/Health.pdf. August 2007. Accessibility verified March
31, 2009.
4. Fleischman S, Farnham T. Chronic disease in the
homeless. In: Wood D, ed. Delivering Health Care to
Homeless Persons: The Diagnosis and Management
of Medical and Mental Health Conditions. New York,
NY: Springer; 1992:79-91.
5. Robertson MJ, Cousineau MR. Health status and
access to health services among the urban homeless.
Am J Public Health. 1986;76(5):561-563.
6. Zolopa AR, Hahn JA, Gorter R, et al. HIV and tu-
berculosis infection in San Francisco’s homeless adults:
prevalence and risk factors in a representative sample.
JAMA. 1994;272(6):455-461.
7. Kushel MB, Perry S, Bangsberg D, Clark R, Moss
AR. Emergency department use among the home-
less and marginally housed: results from a community-

based study. Am J Public Health. 2002;92(5):778-
784.
8. O’Connell JJ. Utilization & Costs of Medical Ser-
vices by Homeless Persons: A Review of the Litera-
ture & Implications for the Future. Boston, MA: Bos-
ton Health Care Program; 1999.
9. Martell JV, Seitz RS, Harada JK, Kobayashi J, Sasaki
VK, Wong C. Hospitalization in an urban homeless
population: the Honolulu Urban Homeless Project. Ann
Intern Med. 1992;116(4):299-303.
10. Salit SA, Kuhn EM, Hartz AJ, Vu JM, Mosso AL.
Hospitalization costs associated with homelessness in
New York City. N Engl J Med. 1998;338(24):1734-
1740.
11. Kushel MB, Vittinghoff E, Haas JS. Factors asso-
ciated with the health care utilization of homeless
persons. JAMA. 2001;285(2):200-206.
12. Buchanan D, Doblin B, Sai T, Garcia P. The ef-
fects of respite care for homeless patients: a cohort
study. Am J Public Health. 2006;96(7):1278-1281.
13. Kidder DP, Wolitski RJ, Campsmith ML, Nakamura
GV. Health status, health care use, medication use,
and medication adherence among homeless and
housed people living with HIV/AIDS. Am J Public
Health. 2007;97(12):2238-2245.
14. Culhane DP, Metraux S, Hadley T. Public service
reductions associated with placement of homeless per-
sons with severe mental illness in supportive housing.
Housing Policy Debate. 2002;13:107-163.
15. Tsemberis S, Gulcur L, Nakae M. Housing First,
consumer choice, and harm reduction for homeless
individuals with a dual diagnosis. Am J Public Health.
2004;94(4):651-656.
16. Hwang SW, Tolomiczenko G, Kouyoumdjian FG,
Garner RE. Interventions to improve the health of the
homeless: a systematic review. Am J Prev Med. 2005;
29(4):311-319.
17. Leaver CA, Bargh G, Dunn JR, Hwang SW. The
effects of housing status on health-related outcomes

in people living with HIV: a systematic review of the
literature. AIDS Behav. 2007;11(6)(suppl):85-100.
18. Hwang SW, Lebow JM, Bierer MF, O’Connell JJ,
Orav EJ, Brennan TA. Risk factors for death in home-
less adults in Boston. Arch Intern Med. 1998;158
(13):1454-1460.
19. Zanis DA, McLellan AT, Cnaan RA, Randall M.
Reliability and validity of the Addiction Severity In-
dex with a homeless sample. J Subst Abuse Treat. 1994;
11(6):541-548.
20. Spitzer RL, Kroenke K, Williams JB. Validation and
utility of a self-report version of PRIME-MD: the PHQ
primary care study. JAMA. 1999;282(18):1737-
1744.
21. ACTG Outcome Committee. ACTG QOL 601-602
(QOL 601-2) Health Survey Manual (revised). AIDS
Clinical Trials Group Web site. https://www.fstrf
.org/apps/cfmx/apps/actg/html/QOLForms
/manualql601-2799.pdf. 1999. Accessed August 21,
2008.
22. Wu AW, Huang IC, Gifford AL, Spritzer KL,
Bozzette SA, Hays RD. Creating a crosswalk to esti-
mate AIDS Clinical Trials Group quality of life scores
in a nationally representative sample of persons in care
for HIV in the United States. HIV Clin Trials. 2005;
6(3):147-157.
23. HIV/AIDS Treatment Adherence, Health Out-
comes and Cost Study Group. The HIV/AIDS Treat-
ment Adherence, Health Outcomes and Cost Study:
conceptual foundations and overview. AIDS Care.
2004;16(suppl 1):S6-S21.
24. Vuong QH. Likelihood ratio tests for model se-
lection and non-nested hypotheses. Econometrica.
1989;57(2):307-333.
25. Robins JM, Finkelstein DM. Correcting for non-
compliance and dependent censoring in an AIDS clini-
cal trial with inverse probability of censoring weighted
(IPCW) log-rank tests. Biometrics. 2000;56(3):
779-788.

CASE MANAGEMENT AND HOUSING AMONG HOMELESS ADULTS

1778 JAMA, May 6, 2009—Vol 301, No. 17 (Reprinted) ©2009 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.

 at University of Alabama-Birmingham on May 5, 2009 www.jama.comDownloaded from 




