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	About the RVA Eviction Lab Created in August 2018, the RVA Eviction Lab has a primary mission of collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data and research that will: • Inform policy-making that will support stable housing for low-and moderate­income households; • Facilitate shared knowledge production about community needs and opportunities; and • Support efforts of communities most impacted by housing instability to research and advocate for themselves. We use two primary approaches to advance these goals
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	Introduction Stable housing is a critical part of healthy child development, stable employment, mental and physical health, and community stability. Renters can be forced from their homes through several distinct pathways: formal eviction through the courts; illegal means outside the legal process, such as lockouts, utility shutoffs, or verbal ultimatums; and lawful but displacing landlord actions, such as lease non-renewals or rent increases that leave tenants with no viable alternative. Court data capture
	grantee organizations designed programs revolving around five service categories: prevention, diversion, stabilization, court navigation, and systems change. In calendar year 2025, VERP served 1,835 households, over half of which included children, across the four regions. Program participants were predominantly Black (58%), and predominantly female (81%). This report finds overall that VERP is reaching some of the most vulnerable households in the service region, and that the organizations' efforts are mak
	2025, as well as the challenges encountered and opportunities identified over multiple years, for future VERP initiatives. A Note on Nomenclature Since the establishment of the Virginia Eviction Reduction Pilot Program, grant cycle nomenclature and contract periods have varied slightly -Table 1 summarizes each VERP grant, including the name, contract period, number of grantees, and relevant notes. Starting in 2023, VERP grants were structurally shifted to be two-year grant cycles, accompanied by a move away
	VERP Background and the Eviction Context Since the Princeton Eviction Lab released the first comprehensive national eviction data in 2018 indicating five Virginia cities were among the ten large cities with highest eviction filing rates in the country, Virginia has reduced filing rates -but renters still remain threatened with eviction at higher rates compared to other states. At the outset of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020, eviction filings andjudgments declined significantly across Virginia. After hi
	VERP Grantee Service Areas Eviction filing and judgment rates vary substantially across the regions where VERP grantee organizations provide services, reflecting structural differences in local housing markets rather than differences in VERP program activity. Throughout this report, trends in VERP-served regions are compared against the statewide average-a widely used and easily interpretable baseline. Because the statewide average includes VERP regions themselves, it sets a higher bar for demonstrating VER
	Figure
	Figure 1. Eviction.filing ratesfor VERP-served regions, 2016-2025. 
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	Figure 2. Evictionjudgmentratesfor VERP-served regions, 2016-2025. 
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	Figures 1 and 2 show the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on eviction activity across all regions. Filings and judgments decreased sharply in 2020 and reached their lowest levels in 2020 and 2021, before recovering in subsequent years. This CT-shaped pattern holds for Virginia as a whole and for each VERP-served region, though the scale of that movement varies considerably. The absolute decline and recovery in Hampton Roads was far larger in volume than in the rural regions, consistent with the structural 
	Figures 1 and 2 show the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on eviction activity across all regions. Filings and judgments decreased sharply in 2020 and reached their lowest levels in 2020 and 2021, before recovering in subsequent years. This CT-shaped pattern holds for Virginia as a whole and for each VERP-served region, though the scale of that movement varies considerably. The absolute decline and recovery in Hampton Roads was far larger in volume than in the rural regions, consistent with the structural 
	differences described previously between regions. Across all regions, 2025 filing and judgment rates remain below their pre-pandemic averages. 

	Beyond filing and judgment rates, two additional measures describe the court environment in which VERP operates. The default judgment rate -the share of eviction filings that result in a judgment because the tenant did not appear in court -reflects the degree to which tenants in a given region are engaged with or isolated from the court process. Additionally, defaults also reflect to some extent court notice and service efficacy. Statewide, the default judgment rate was approximately 42% in the pre­pandemic
	Figure 3. Defaultjudgmentratefor VERP-served regions, 2016-2025. 
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	Source: LSC Data, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	The filing conversion rate -the share of all eviction filings that result in any judgment against the tenant -reflects how often the eviction process, once initiated, proceeds to a legal outcome against the tenant. Statewide, the pre-pandemic filing conversion rate was approximately 56%, meaning that more than half of all filed cases ended in a judgment; by 2025 that figure had declined to 49%. The same downward trend is visible across all four VERP-served regions (Figure 4), though rates vacy -from 44% in 
	The filing conversion rate -the share of all eviction filings that result in any judgment against the tenant -reflects how often the eviction process, once initiated, proceeds to a legal outcome against the tenant. Statewide, the pre-pandemic filing conversion rate was approximately 56%, meaning that more than half of all filed cases ended in a judgment; by 2025 that figure had declined to 49%. The same downward trend is visible across all four VERP-served regions (Figure 4), though rates vacy -from 44% in 
	and holds across Virginia-but in which a substantial share of filed cases still end in judgment. This is the operating context for VERP's diversion and court navigation services. 

	Figure 4. Filing conversion ratefor VERP-served regions, 2016-2025. 
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	Source: LSC Data, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	Understanding andMeasuring Hann in the Eviction Process Involuntary renter displacement can occur via three primary avenues. First, formal evictions are conducted through the court process and are trackable with filing and judgment data obtained from courts. Second, informal evictions happen when landlords take illegal actions, such as lockouts or utility shutoffs, to remove a tenant; since these actions are not tied to court filings, there is no traceable data associated with illegal evictions. Third, lawf
	All three avenues serve to involuntarily displace renters. However, court data from formal evictions undercounts the true extent and impact of evictions because illegal and informal evictions leave no court record. We use court data including eviction filings and judgments to gain insight into the problem of housing instability. This section focuses on understanding the harms associated with different points in the eviction process and how the regional context affects the meaning of the court data. 
	The harms associated with involuntary renter displacement occur throughout the eviction process, even when a household is not ultimately displaced. A filing alone -before any judgment is entered -creates lasting consequences: court records of eviction filings are visible to future landlords and treated similarly to judgments when tenants apply for housing. Whether the trigger is a Pay or Quit notice, an Unlawful Detainer summons, or an executed writ carried out by a Sheriff, each stage of the process carrie
	• In the first two years after receiving an eviction order, the likelihood of homelessness and hospital visits increases.8 • Renters that experience eviction have been found to exhibit increased symptoms of depression and decreased health as eviction leads to increased exposure and vulnerability to diseases.9 • Experiencing eviction also leads to: indulging in unhealthy behaviors (such as smoking and eating unhealthy food), higher rates of anxiety, psychological distress, and alcohol dependence.10 • Evicted
	due to acute health concerns that require inpatient care and poor health in children.1s • Informal evictions have been found to lead to loss of social connections due to having to transfer schools and loss of support systems.16 • Eviction has been linked to increased childhood hospitalizations and worse educational outcomes.17 The range of compounding harm of housing instability and eviction underscores the importance of using multiple measures and approaches to better understand, and prevent, eviction and 
	The much lower formal eviction filing rates in rural areas are one of the main regional differences in evictions. Court-based eviction procedures are less prevalent in the regions served by Family Crisis Support Services (FCSS), United Way of Henry County and Martinsville (UWHCM), and comparable organizations. This reflects how landlords in rural areas frequently use informal eviction procedures rather than official filings. On the other hand, because urban landlords use the court system as their primary me
	Eviction Prevention, Diversion, and Court Navigation In a typical year, approximately 3.6 million eviction cases are filed in the United States -based on the most comprehensive national count available, from 2018.19 These cases are characterized by their high volume, swift pace, limited tenant involvement, and systemic power imbalances. Due to the summary nature of eviction court proceedings, which lack key features found in other court settings -such as the right for tenants to present and hear evidence, a
	must pay at least 25% of amount due at first court date; and tenant hasn't been late on rent more than two times in the last 6 months, or three times in the last 12 months) and is only available for tenants being evicted solely for nonpayment of rent. There is also no public information about which courts in the Commonwealth have opted in to offering EDP. The Virginia Eviction Reduction Pilot (VERP) Program was created in 2019 by the Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD), with an appropriat
	Methodology This report presents an assessment ofthe Virginia Eviction Reduction Pilot (VERP) Program for Calendar Year 2025, focusing on the program's efficacy in preventing and diverting evictions. The evaluation drew upon five primacy sources of data: • Program data obtained from VERP grantees and the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD); • Experience Survey responses provided by VERP clients and administered to program participants; • Court Navigation Survey responses ofVERP c
	Figure
	VERP CY 2025 Program Overview 
	For VERP CY 2025, there were four grantees across different regions ofVirginia (Figure 
	5) that received part ofthe $3,150,000 allocated by the Virginia General Assembly to DHCD for the VERP CY 2025 program (Table 3). Each organization focused on eviction reduction and prevention through varying strategies as described below, but each one included financial assistance, court navigation, and maintaining community partnerships. 
	Figure 5. Map ofVERPCY2025 service areas. 
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	Table 3. VERP grantees and service areas, 2025. 
	Grantee 
	Grantee 
	Grantee 
	Grant Amount 
	Grantee Location (Service Areas) 

	Family Crisis Support Services, Inc. (FCSS) 
	Family Crisis Support Services, Inc. (FCSS) 
	$776,013 
	Buchanan County, Dickenson County, Lee County, Russell County, Scott County, Tazewell County, Washington County, Wise County, Norton City 

	ForKids, Inc. (ForKids) 
	ForKids, Inc. (ForKids) 
	$1,055,082 
	Chesapeake City, Portsmouth City, Suffolk City, Norfolk City 

	United Way ofthe Virginia Peninsula (UWVP) 
	United Way ofthe Virginia Peninsula (UWVP) 
	$900,000 
	Gloucester County, James City County, Mathews County, New Kent County, York County, Hampton City, Newport News City, Poquoson City, Williamsburg City 

	United Way of Henry County and Martinsville (UWHCM) 
	United Way of Henry County and Martinsville (UWHCM) 
	$418,905 
	Henry County, Martinsville City 


	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development. 
	All four grantees provided financial assistance to households in their service areas, covering rental arrears at minimum, with many also paying for utilities, transportation, 
	and other stabilization needs. Each organization had its own guidelines for what costs they would cover. Grantees also provided court navigation services, connecting tenants with legal aid organizations and sending staff to eviction hearings to provide information and support. A consistent priority across all four organizations was building and maintaining relationships with landlords, judges, and other service providers. These partnerships paid off in practical ways: landlords began referring tenants befor
	Overview ofGrantees'2025 VERP Programs 
	Budgetary allocations offer one metric for how organizations distributed resources to each type ofVERP service during CY 2025. The grantees' budget amounts for each service category is summarized in Table 5, and visualized in Figure 6 as a proportion of the total VERP CY 2025 funds per organization. FCSS was the only grantee to dedicate the largest amount oftheir budget to stabilization. While all organizations budgeted funds to prevention and diversion, between these two service categories For Kids was the
	Table 5. Grantees' budget allocationsfor each category ofVERPservice, 2025. 
	Table
	TR
	FCSS 
	ForKids 
	UWVP 
	UWHCM 

	Stabilization 
	Stabilization 
	$335,000 
	$0 
	$75,240 
	$39,129 

	Prevention 
	Prevention 
	$197,863 
	$293,728 
	$362,855 
	$177,744 

	Diversion 
	Diversion 
	$102,737 
	$360,000 
	$164,823 
	$30,893 

	Outreach 
	Outreach 
	$3,000 
	$3,100 
	$125 
	$0 

	Administration 
	Administration 
	$36,953 
	$52,754 
	$45,000 
	$19,948 

	Program Operations 
	Program Operations 
	$100,460 
	$345,500 
	$251,957 
	$151,191 

	Total Funds 
	Total Funds 
	$776,013 
	$1,055,082 
	$900,000 
	$418,905 


	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development. 
	Figure 6. Proportional distribution ofmoney to each category ofVERPservice provision. 
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	Figure
	FCSS ForKids UWVP UWHCM 
	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis. 
	It is important to note that grantees' budget allocations do not necessarily indicate their programmatic priorities. The following sections describe each organization's VERP program and priorities for CY 2025. 
	Family Crisis Support Services. Inc. (FCSS) Clients responded positively to the VERP program in 2025. FCSS staff described their program as the thing making the difference in the region. FCSS operates as a one-stop shop, housing a homeless shelter, domestic violence shelter, and eviction prevention services under one roof, and for many residents it is the last stop before homelessness. The population FCSS serves is among the most financially vulnerable: most clients are at or below 30% AMI, and many have us
	United Way of the Virginia Peninsula (UWVP) The need in UWVP's service region remained consistent: rent assistance. UWVP distributed funds primarily to pay tenants' rent, and a small portion of funds went towards stabilization (car repairs, car payments, and childcare). In the first half of 2025, UWVP prioritized prevention and diversion services around 70% and 30%, respectively; toward the end of the year, the focus shifted more heavily toward diversion, indicating the need to triage cases and help clients
	more staff members to help manage the caseload with the expanded service region, and ForKids has successfully conducted clinics in Suffolk and Norfolk. ForKids has a quick pace for assisting tenants: their average turnaround time is 5-8 business days from when someone comes to a clinic to when ForKids sends the check out for the necessary assistance. ForKids found their staff time and resources to be most effectively spent running clinics. In 2025, this means ForKids did not prioritize court navigation serv
	Evaluation ofSystems-Change Strategies In each grantee organization's application, 2-3 systemic barriers were identified that the organization wanted to address in 2025. The following paragraphs describe progress made and challenges encountered in addressing each barrier. All four organizations included lack of affordable housing (or housing shortage) as one of their systemic barriers. Given the ongoing national affordable housing crisis,2s it is extremely difficult for a local nonprofit organization to tac
	UWVP addressed the information and resources barrier primarily through court navigation, prioritizing getting information about available resources and tenant rights directly into tenants' hands at the courthouse, often the first point of contact for tenants who had not previously connected with any support services. Judicial inconsistency is a structural challenge that extends beyond what any single organization can measure or resolve. Some judges are more tenant-friendly than others, and that variation ha
	tax credit (LIHTC) providers to encourage more applications in the region, and by engaging in legislative advocacy, including supporting higher eviction filing fees and an extension of the pay-or-quit notice period from 5 to 14 days, both ofwhich would give tenants more time and reduce the volume of filings reaching the court system. United Way of Henry County and Martinsville (UWHCM) UWHCM identified two systemic barriers to address in 2025: • Rising rents • Local housing shortages Both were structural cha
	Who Does VERP Serve? 
	In 2025, VERP assisted 1,835 households, including 4,791 individuals (2,417 adults and 2,374 children), across the four regions between January 2025 and December 2025. 
	The majority of applicants identified as female (81%) and the majority of participants identified as Black (58%). Table 6 gives a brief profile of households assisted byVERP CY 2025, Figure 7 compares total households with the total number of households with children, and Table 7 illustrates the demographics of the households assisted during VERP 2025. 
	Table 6. Profile ofVERP-assisted householdsfor CY2025. 
	Table
	Grantee 
	Grantee 
	Households 
	Households with children 
	Households headed by a person ofcolor 
	Households headed by a single female 

	FCSS 
	FCSS 
	625 
	298 
	48 
	306 

	ForKids 
	ForKids 
	574 
	399 
	545 
	445 

	UWHCM 
	UWHCM 
	164 
	93 
	127 
	124 

	UWVP 
	UWVP 
	472 
	337 
	443 
	292 

	Total 
	Total 
	1,835 
	1,127 
	1,163 
	1,167 


	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development. 
	Figure 7. Total number ofhouseholds compared to total number ofhouseholds with childrenfor VERP CY2025, by organization. 
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	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis 
	Table 7. Demographics ofparti.ci.pants served by VERP CY2025. 
	Table
	TR
	FCSS 
	ForKids 
	UWVP 
	UWHCM 

	Number of Households Served 
	Number of Households Served 
	625 
	574 
	472 
	164 

	% Female 
	% Female 
	71% 
	83% 
	92% 
	84% 

	%Male 
	%Male 
	29% 
	17% 
	7% 
	16% 

	% Black or African American 
	% Black or African American 
	5% 
	91% 
	82% 
	75% 

	%White 
	%White 
	91% 
	4% 
	8% 
	22% 

	% Multi-Racial 
	% Multi-Racial 
	2% 
	3% 
	9% 
	1% 

	% Latino/Hispanic 
	% Latino/Hispanic 
	2% 
	3% 
	4% 
	2% 


	..
	Source: Vzrgmza Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis 
	Income & Rent Burden 
	In 2025, grantees only assisted households who were at 80% area median income (AMI) or below. (80% AMI is the threshold established by HUD to determine eligibility for federal housing assistance.) Over half of the households served were at or below 30% AMI (in other words, extremely low-income households). Of the 1,835 total households assisted during VERP 2025, 947 households had an income at or below 30% AMI, 544 households had an income between 31-50% AMI, and 344 households had an income between 51-80% 
	Figure 8. Income level ofVERP CY2025 assisted households. 
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	Figure
	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis 
	A majority ofhouseholds (1,642 of1,835) assisted through VERP 2025 were moderately or severely rent-burdened. Moderately rent-burdened means between 30-49% ofthe household income is spent on housing; severely rent-burdened means over 50% ofthe household income is spent on housing. 614 households in VERP 2025 were moderately rent-burdened, and 1,028 households were severely rent-burdened. Figure 9 below shows the number of rent-burdened households served by each organization. 
	Figure 9. Rent-burdened households assisted during VERP CY2025. 
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	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	Beyond the typical metrics ofincome level (% AMI) and rent-burdened status (% of income spent on housing), it can be helpful to use a residual income cost burden measure to look at renter households who fall short ofa modest standard ofliving.26 Residual income is money left over, after paying for housing costs, to cover all other living expenses. The breakdown ofhouseholds' monthly income and housing expenses, and what they have left for non-housing expenses, is shown in Figure 10 below. Across all four se
	Whitney Airgood-Obrycki et al., The Rent Eats More: Residual Income Housing Cost Burdens from 2019-2023, obrycki_et_al_renter_residual_income_2025.pdf. 
	26 
	September 2025, https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/defaultffiles/research/files/harvard_jchs_airgood­

	context ofthose areas' higher costs ofliving, leaving households highly vulnerable to any unexpected expense or income disruption. 
	Figure .10. Average monthly income, housing costs, andresidual incomefor households servedin VERP CY2025. 
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	Eviction Status 
	VERP grantees worked to prevent evictions when possible and reduce the harmful impact ofevictions when not preventable. Figure 11 shows the number ofhouseholds who received a Pay or Quit notice, who have received an Unlawful Detainer summons, who experienced an eviction prior to VERP intake, or who have not received a Pay or Quit or a UD. Figure 12 shows the households who received financial assistance as prevention (before a UD) and as diversion (after the court process began). 
	Overall, VERP CY 2025 grantees helped more households who had received a Pay or Quit notice than households who had received an Unlawful Detainer summons. This indicates that grantees reached and helped households earlier in the eviction threat process, thereby preventing some ofthe more serious or lingering harms that are caused by having an eviction filed or judged on a household. Reaching and assisting households before a UD is filed means not only preventing a judgment, but preventing an eviction filing
	Figure 11. Eviction threat or historyfor households served by VERP CY2025. 
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	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis 
	Figure 12. Total number ofhouseholds receivingfinancial assistance, prior to receiving an Unlawful Detainer or after court involvement. 
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	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis 
	Findings VERP Experience The VERP CY 2025 Experience Survey was distributed to program participants and yielded 121 completed responses. The survey asked participants about their reasons for seeking assistance, their housing situation at follow-up, their experience navigating the program, and the broader impacts ofVERP on their lives. Full survey response visualizations are included in Appendix 1; this section highlights the most significant findings. Eviction as acute stress -and VERP's role in stabilizing
	options -are not resolved by a single intervention, however well-executed. Tenants described those conditions directly: 
	"I'm still finding it difficult to keep up with bills since inflation. I'm willing to work and I do work over 60 hours a week and I still can't afford the basics. I can't even eat regularly." -Tenant assisted through VERP CY2025 
	"Because of the conditions of the house and the landlord refusing to make the house habitable, we were forced to move out for the safety of the children." 
	-

	Tenant assisted through VERP CY2025 
	The second account reflects a category of housing instability -uninhabitable conditions -that falls outside VERP's current program parameters. VERP is designed to address financial barriers to housing stability, not to remedy landlord failures to maintain habitable conditions, which require separate legal and regulatory mechanisms to address. These accounts locate ongoing instability where it belongs-in structural conditions outside VERP's direct control-and reinforce the case for sustained, coordinated inv
	Figure 13. Share ofExperience Survey respondents indicating their Stress Level and the Duration ofHarm. 
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	Source: VERP CY2025 Experience Survey (N=121); RVA Eviction La.b Analysis. 
	Experience ofthe program Most respondents found VERP accessible: 71% said applying for assistance was very or somewhat easy, and 81% felt they definitely had enough information to understand the process and their options. Sixty percent said the help they received helped a lot, and 29% said it solved all of their housing and financial problems. Tenants described what made the experience feel supportive: "The people I worked with were kind and willing to help. I didn't feel judged or looked down upon because 
	Figure :1.4. Share ofExperience Survey respondents indicating other benefitsfrom VERP. 
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	Source: VERP CY2025 Experience Survey (N=121); RVA Eviction Lab Analysis. 
	What tenants say would improve the program Survey respondents were asked directly how the program could be improved. The most common response, by a substantial margin, was more funding or larger assistance amounts (52%). Thirty-six percent cited a faster application or approval process, 26% wanted better connections to other services, and 25% wanted clearer communication about eligibility and next steps. 
	"I just needed 2 months of rental assistance in a row which would have been greatly needed and fully put me back on track." -Tenant assisted through VERP 
	CY2025 
	These responses are consistent with what the court and program data show: VERP is reaching the right people and delivering meaningful help. However, the financial gap between what households owe and what they can manage frequently exceeds what a single intervention can close. The call for more funding is not a critique of how the program is run; it is a reflection of the structural mismatch between the resources available and the depth of housing instability in the communities VERP serves. 
	Measuring VERP CY2025 Impact on Eviction Filings andJudgments 
	This section examines eviction trends in the four regions served by VERP CY 2025 grantees through three complementary measures. First, filing and judgment rates reflect the risk that renters in a given region face of being threatened with eviction. Second, filing and judgment volumes, the raw counts of filings andjudgments, reflect the scale of the court system's involvement in housing instability in each region and the load placed 
	on courts, as well as on VERP and other resources. Third, the filing conversion rate-the share of filings that result in a judgment-reflects how often the eviction process, once initiated, ends in a judgment against the tenant. Each of these measures is examined against two time horizons that answer different questions. The pre-pandemic average (2016-2019) serves as a structural baseline-a picture of normal eviction conditions before COVID-19 disrupted courts, tenant protections, and the housing market-and 
	meaningful trends. This is particularly true for FCSS, whose filing volume changed by less than one percent over the same period (Table 9). Judgment rates tell a more consistent story. Judgment rates decreased in all four VERP­served regions, including FCSS from 2.7% to 2.2% and UWHCM from 7-4% to 4.9% (-2pp), alongside the more substantial declines in the urban regions. The divergence between essentially flat filing rates and falling judgment rates in the rural regions is a meaningful signal: whatever is d
	Eviction Filing and Judgment Volumes Looking at raw filing and judgment volumes against the pre-pandemic baseline provides a clearer picture of how the scale of eviction has changed in VERP-served regions (Table 9). Every VERP grantee region reduced both filing and judgment volumes relative to the pre-pandemic average, including FCSS and UWHCM, whose filing rates were essentially flat. FCSS's filing volume held nearly unchanged (-0-4%), while its judgment volume decreased 25%. UWHCM reduced filings by 6% an
	The year-over-year comparison, 2024 to 2025, directly measures what changed during the VERP CY 2025 grant year (Table 10). Statewide, eviction filings were essentially flat (+1%) in 2025 while judgments decreased 4%. In VERP-served regions, filings either held flat or declined, and judgments decreased more than filings in every region and more than the statewide average in three of four grantee services areas. The most pronounced year-over-year judgment reductions were in UWHCM (-14%) and UWVP (-10%), both 
	The Filing Conversion Rate The filing conversion rate (FCR)--the share of eviction filings that result in a judgment against the tenant-captures the combined effect of everything that happens after an eviction is filed: diversion services that connect tenants to rental assistance before a hearing, landlord outreach and negotiation that resolves disputes without a court ruling, stabilization support that removes the financial barrier behind the filing, and court navigation that provides tenants with informat
	Table 11. Filing conversion rate (judgments as a share offilings)for VERP-served regions and Virginia statewide: pre-pandemic average, 2024, and 2025. Pre-pandemic 2024 2025 Change, pre-Change, avg(2016-pandemic avg to 2024to 2019) 2025 (pp) 2025 (pp) Family Crisis Support 70.3% 53.9% 52.8% -17.5pp -1.lpp Services (FCSS) ForKids 63.9% 55.8% 53.7% -10.2pp -2.lpp United Way of Henry 67.3% 48.1% 43.6% -23.7Pp -4.5pp County & Martinsville (UWHCM) United Way of the 58.3% 54.7°/4 51.8% -6.5pp -2.9pp Virginia Peni
	between these intervention types, but to recognize that each addresses a distinct population at a distinct level of vulnerability, and that the 2025 data show the program is reaching all three. How does court navigation provide information, time, and resources to tenants? DHCD's court navigation services are designed to achieve three objectives: extending information, time, and resources to tenants at the point of an eviction hearing. Court navigation operated mostly on the day of a hearing itself, and its 
	Table 12. Top-line summary: court navigation objectives andfi.ndings. Objective Top-line finding What this means Primary data source Information ~90% of court Nearly all navigation Court navigation navigation respondents interactions involve information survey (N=78, received some form of transfer -about available primarily UWVP) information resources, legal rights, or the court process itself Resources 91% of court-navigated Connecting tenants to resources Case tracking data cases received referrals -finan
	question, these figures overlap -a respondent could report receiving all three types. Table 13 shows the full breakdown. Table 13. What VERP court navigation provided, as reported by court navigation survey respondents (N=78; multi-select). What VERP provided N %of Maps to respondents Information on available resources 66 84.6% Information Information on legal rights 13 16.7% Information Help navigating the eviction process 12 15.4% Information Referral to legal representation or Legal 10 12.8% Resources Ai
	understand the legal process, a direct measure of information received that holds across grantees. Additionally, s respondents received legal information or help with self-help tools, and 1 received navigational directions. A striking finding from the court navigation survey adds important context for why information provision matters so much: 80.8% of respondents arrived at court having received no prior help, 51.3% (N=40) said they did not know who to ask, and 29.5% (N=23) said they tried to get help but 
	tenant who would otherwise face the hearing entirely alone. However, referral outcomes are not directly tracked here. What tenants are able to access beyond a courthouse interaction depends on factors outside VERP's direct control, including legal aid capacity and funding availability. Screening for financial assistance eligibility does not guarantee that funds will be available or that the tenant will qualify. VERP court navigators can open doors, but whether those doors lead somewhere depends on resources
	Among Experience Survey respondents who received courtroom assistance, 4 also reported that the assistance directly delayed their eviction, consistent with the case-level picture. Case Outcomes Case tracking data was matched to court records for 1,209 usable cases across all four VERP grantees. Table 14 shows the distribution of outcomes. Overall, 846 cases (70%) resulted in a judgment against the tenant, 207 (17%) in a default judgment, and 363 (30%) in a dismissal or non-suit-meaning the case did not resu
	tenants are disproportionately those who arrived at the courthouse with no prior help, no legal representation, and no prior VERP contact, and therefore are the most vulnerable, most isolated tenants in the eviction system. Cases involving these tenants are more likely to result in judgment regardless of any intervention. A simple comparison ofjudgment rates between VERP-assisted and all tenants systematically understates what navigation accomplished. The more meaningful signal in the case outcome data is t
	VERP Program as a Whole (2021-2025) This section provides an overview and analysis ofthe Virginia Eviction Reduction Pilot Program as a whole, from its first grant cycle in 2021 through the most recent year (CY 2025). Several organizations have participated in the program and received VERP funding over the five years. This section draws on two complementary forms of analysis. The quantitative component examines program-level data across all four grant cycles, including organizations involved, funding awarde
	Table 15. Number ofhouseholds served, by grantee and cycle, over VERP lifetime. FCSS HOME Norfolk UWVP ALIVE TJPDC UWHCM ForKids Total Households VERP1.o 312 1,353 VERP2.o VERP 2023-2024 VERP CY 2025 (Year 1 of 2025-2026 two-year cycle) 1,307 625 1,773 3,505 1,835 Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction La.b Analysis Each organization operated with varying levels of grant funds awarded to them. The total money allocated to VERP each year has been around $3 million; tabl
	Are household needs, income levels, or instability patterns changing? 
	Over the multiple grant cycles ofVERP, the share of assisted households that include children, are headed by a single female, or are headed by a person of color has increased across successive grant cycles. Figure 15 displays the number of total households served, and the number of households assisted for these three vulnerability factors. 
	Figure 15. Households with children, or headed by singlefemales, or headed bypersons ofcolor, compared to total households assisted over all VERP cycles. 
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	■ Households headed bypeFSons .ofcolor 
	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	Figure 16 visualizes the number of households at each income level (30% AMI or below; 31-50% AMI; and 51-80% AMI) served during each VERP grant cycle. In the first two grant years, a much greater number of households assisted were in the lowest income level than in the other income ranges. In the last few calendar years (2023-2025), assistance given to households in the 31-50% and 51-80% AMI ranges has increased, but the highest number of households served is still in the 30% AMI or below range. 
	Viewed together, financial vulnerability metrics (AMI, Figure 16; rent burden, Figure 17) show that VERP has served more households at higher AMI levels in recent years, and VERP served households at increasing rent burdens. These do not necessarily indicate different directions -rather, the program served more households from various income levels in recent years, and households were more rent-burdened. Rising rents coupled with lagging job opportunities or income, mentioned by every grantee during intervi
	Much of the shift toward serving households at higher income ranges in the last three years has come from the Hampton Roads region, an urban area with a higher cost of living than rural service areas. In 2023-2024, 427 households (out of 564) served by 
	Much of the shift toward serving households at higher income ranges in the last three years has come from the Hampton Roads region, an urban area with a higher cost of living than rural service areas. In 2023-2024, 427 households (out of 564) served by 
	UWVP were in the 31-50% AMI range; out of the 337 households For Kids served, 151 were between 31-50% AMI, and 91 were between 51-80% AMI. Data from CY 2025 show similar patterns for the Hampton Roads area: of the 574 households served by For Kids, 233 were between 31-50% AMI, and 159 were between 51-80% AMI; of the 4 72 households served by UWVP, 195 were between 31-50% AMI, and 90 were between 5180% AMI. 
	-


	The shift in AMI distribution across cycles reflects both deliberate adjustments to assistance parameters and the changing regional contexts in which grantees operate. In the first two cycles of VERP, grantees were working in a context of pandemic-era housing assistance and eviction moratoriums ending, and organizations set stricter assistance parameters to triage incoming cases and ensure they were reaching households at highest risk of displacement. In the recent two cycles, organizations were able to adj
	Figure 16. Assisted household income levels across each VERP grant cycle 
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	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	Over the several grant cycles, the trend in household need-based on rent-burdened status -has shown an increase in households assisted at higher rent-burden. Figure 17 highlights the number of households served in each VERP grant cycle -the number of severely rent-burdened households (spending more than 50% of their income on housing costs) has far exceeded the number of moderately rent-burdened households (spending between 30-49% of their income on housing costs) assisted through VERP. 
	The trend upwards for each group, over each cycle, reflects that VERP is reaching households with greatest need. 
	Figure :1.7. Number ofmoderately or severely rent-burdened households servedin each VERPcycle 
	■ Moderatelyrent.;burdenedhousebolds (3()~9" ofmoome spent on housing) ■ •Severelyrent--burdenedhouseholds (" ofmeome~tonho~ 
	morethan.50

	15QO -----------------------------
	-

	'.lrOOO ------------VER:Pi.o \imUJ a.o \imUJ 3.0 &4,0 (aoa3-ao24) \imUJ CY2025 
	Source: Virginia Department ofHousing and Community Development, RVA Eviction Lab Analysis 
	VERP Strategies Evolution: Qualitative Insights 
	This section synthesizes and highlights any shifts in the approach to providing services through VERP. The objective is to answer: how have program goals, service strategies, and grantee practices evolved? The takeaways come from qualitative interviews with organization staff from the four current grantees (FCSS, UWVP, UWHCM, and ForKids) and thus do not reflect the approaches ofevery single group that has been involved over the lifetime ofthe VERP program. 
	How has the model ofservice evolved? 
	Grantees honed in on which risk assessment criteria to prioritize and made adjustments to expand the limits on funding they can give an individual client. Both UWHCM and UWVP changed their risk assessment scoring to put a higher focus on the most vulnerable households: they increased the point value for households who had children (especially 3+ children, in UWVP's case) in the home. UWVP adjusted risk factors to prevent bottlenecking: they can receive up to 2,000-3,000 calls per month, and early on, around
	callers with the greatest need. UWHCM needed to increase the limits over the years on how much money they can give to an individual during an assist, in order to best help the people UWHCM serves. Grantee organizations streamlined internal procedures for quicker application processes and more efficient inter-agency communications. UWHCM's application originally was not online, but they moved to an initial online application, so they could more quickly gauge if a tenant is eligible for VERP, prior to doing a
	a focus recently, with more funds going towards stabilization in 2025 than in prior years. • ForKids initially tried to do a little bit of everything but shifted over time to focus on what works, primarily their in-person clinics for education, and assessing people for VERP eligibility at those clinics. They emphasized court navigator presence in 2023 and 2024, but had low interaction numbers, so they de­prioritized court navigation in 2025, especially since the partnership with VLAS was having success on t
	they have worked with the clerks -when someone comes to file an eviction, the court gave FCSS's info to the landlord right then and there. Judges in small communities also know the landlords better and are familiar with which landlords may be more willing to work with a tenant. Even if systems-level change has not yet been affected for evictions generally, this continued trust-building is making a dent. "Over the course oftime, I think the trust and the appreciationfor the program between landlords and us h
	Stakeholder turnover creates a recurring setback for relationship-building. UWHCM serves a smaller region with fewer courts, but when new judges come in, the grantee needs to spend extra time educating judges on UWHCM's programs, even though they had built a good foundation ofknowledge and rapport with the prior judge. Grantees in urban regions (UWVP and ForKids) mentioned the turnover in landlords and property managers as a major barrier to their progress. Many targeted outreach efforts have been made in t
	Implications for the Future ofVERP Strengthening the Program in 2026 and the Next Grant Cycle Preserveflexibility across intervention types. The CY 2025 findings showed that VERP's impact is measurable across all three intervention stages-prevention, diversion, and court navigation-and that each stage reaches a different population at a different level of vulnerability. Grantees have used the flexibility built into the grant structure to allocate resources toward the mix of services that fits their regional
	whether this be an additional in-person event mid-year, or virtual information sessions, or a combination of both. Expanded support from DHCD through additional convenings and timely information sharing opportunities could create positive momentum across the grantee cohort and help mitigate staff burnout. Treat grantee continuity as a program design principle. Four cycles ofVERP have produced something that cannot be procured or replicated quickly: trust. Landlords refer tenants before filing because they k
	Differentiating VERPfrom the Eviction Diversion Program -and Using the Relationship Constructively Confusion between VERP and the Eviction Diversion Program (EDP) has become a meaningful obstacle to clear understanding of what each program does -among legislators, advocates, and agency partners. This confusion is understandable given that both programs address eviction and share surface-level vocabulary, but the two are structurally distinct in their design, their reach, and where they sit in the eviction p
	which courts in their service areas participate in EDP, given that grantees' local court relationships put them in the best position to know; centralizing that knowledge with DHCD and sharing it across the grantee cohort so no organization is working from incomplete information; training court navigators to assess EDP eligibility in real time; and positioning financial assistance resources to help tenants meet the 25% payment threshold where EDP is available. This turns a source of confusion into a demonstr
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	Appendix 2. VERP CY2025 Experience Survey Questions Email address 1. What types of aid did you receive? (Check all that apply) a. Financial assistance (rent, utilities, childcare, transportation, etc.) b. Courtroom assistance -legal representation by a lawyer c. Courtroom assistance -legal advice or paperwork help from a lawyer d. Courtroom assistance -support/accompaniment from program staff (not a lawyer) e. Other: FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE Please answer the following questions related to financial assistance.
	d. Referrals for help with non-legal needs like help with healthcare, childcare, food access, etc. e. Legal information like what to expect during and after the hearing or assistance with self-help tools f. Screening for financial assistance eligibility g. Not applicable -I did not go to court or receive courtroom assistance. 6. Did you have any legal representation? a. Yes b. No c. Not applicable -I did not go to court. 7. How did courtroom assistance help you? (Check all that apply) a. It helped me unders
	PROGRAM FEEDBACK Please answer the following questions related to your experience with the program. 13. Overall, how would you rate the help you received? a. It didn't help me at all b. It helped a little c. It helped somewhat d. It helped a lot e. It solved all of my housing/financial problems 14. Please explain your rating. a. 15. How easy or difficult was it for you to apply for assistance? a. Veryeasy b. Somewhat easy c. Neutral d. Somewhat difficult e. Very difficult 16. Do you feel you had enough info
	23. What part of the process felt harmful or disrespectful? a. 24. What would have made your experience better? a. 25. Beyond financial assistance or courtroom support, in what other ways has this program benefited you? (Check all that apply) a. Increased knowledge of tenant rights b. Improved confidence in handling housing issues c. Emotional support and reduced stress d. Connections to other services (legal aid, counseling, job training, etc.) e. Stronger communication with landlord/property manager f. Ot
	Appendix 3. Courtroom Navigation Survey Questions 1. Name 2. Email 3. Do any children under the age of 18 live with you? 4. Monthly rent amount($) 5. Which court are you in? 6. Did you get any help from anyone before coming to court? 1. Yes, Legal Aid helped me. 2. Yes, a friend/family member helped me. 3. No, I knew what to do. 4. No, I tried to get help, but no one called me back. 5. No, I didn't know who to ask. 7. Why are you in court today? (Pick all that apply) 1. My landlord says I owe rent. 2. My la
	Appendix 4. Grantee StaffInterview Questions Today we will be discussing how the 2025 year went, and then get into the longer-term perspective of "VERP as a whole". We have a lot of ground to cover, so let's dive in, starting with this past year! 1. How have clients responded to the program this past year? (prompts: high demand? Confusion? Don't.fit the criteria?) What are some of the ongoing needs that would help clients improve their housing stability? (follow-up: have you used other programming to fill g






