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	First author / year
	Design
	N=
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Summary

	Backett-Milburn
2003 [1]
	Interview
	15
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	U
	Y
	Little data relating to HI but some evidence of resilience
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity and unclear analysis.

	Bowyer
2015 [2]
	Interview
	5
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Lots of relevant data, but on HI in the context of domestic violence and relevant trauma
	Appropriate method and analysis, good consideration of ethics, no reflexivity.

	Bradley
2020 [3]
	Interview (mixed methods evaluation of intervention)
	13
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Some evidence relating to wellbeing, but mostly through child behaviour
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity and unclear reporting of ethical issues (ethics approval granted but issues not discussed).

	Jolly
2018 [4]
	Interview
	15
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	U
	Y
	Useful to have representation from this participant group.
	Clear aims and methods, no reflexivity, extrapolation from data not completely clear, few quotations.

	Karim
2006 [5]
	Longitudinal, interview (mixed methods)
	35
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	U
	Y
	Longitudinal aspect useful, however data reported is not very in-depth.
	Clear aims and methods, no reflexivity. Analysis by questions.

	Lawson
2015 [6]
	Longitudinal, interview
	14
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	A useful example of research relating to relocation, longitudinal nature also valuable
	Clear aims and methods, no reflexivity

	Lawson
2016 [7]
	Longitudinal, interview
	10 (families)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	N
	Y
	U
	Y
	A useful example of research relating to relocation, longitudinal nature also valuable
	Data collection not optimal for research issue as was a post-hoc analysis of existing data. No reflexivity. Little detail on analysis. Ethics outlined but Lawson (2015) (same study) states no ethical approval to interview CYP. 

	Moffatt
2016 [8]
	Interviews & focus groups
	38 + 12
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Not much on HI in families, but bedroom tax aspect is useful
	Clear aims and methods, no reflexivity

	Nettleton 2000 [9]
	Interview
	44+
17
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	HI but related to mortgage repossession. So a subgroup.
	Very little data on methods or analysis. No reflexivity. 

	Oldman 2000 [10]
	Interviews (in depth)
	40
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Limited data on housing instability.
	Sample size unclear. No reflexivity.

	Rowley 2020 [11]
	Interviews
	9
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	No details on children. 
	Limited relevant data. Well written

	Thompson
2017 [12]
	Narrative family interviews & ‘go-along’ interviews
	40
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity

	Tischler 2007 [13]
	Semi-structured interviews 
	28
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Lots regarding impact on mothers’ mental health – not explicitly related to impact on children 
	Ethical approval but v. little detail re. ethical issues 

	Tischler 2004 [14]
	Qual element = semi-structured interviews
	49
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Relevant insights regarding children’s mental health and related needs 
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity 

	Tod 2015 [15]
	Semi-structured interviews
	50
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Focus on fuel poverty but useful in highlighting interaction between fuel poverty and housing insecurity.
	

	Warfa 2006 [16]
	Group discussions
	34
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	useful insights regarding interrelationship between residential instability, past traumatic experiences, homelessness BUT hard to discern impact on individuals / families / children
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity

	Watt
2018 [17]
	Interview and observation
	17
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Useful in highlighting challenges of housing insecurity from mothers’ perspective
	

	Wilcox 2000 [18]
	In-depth interviews and participant observation 
	20
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Some insights into impact on children of financial hardships experienced by mothers in the study. 
	Appropriate method but no reflexivity and no clear analysis of ethical issues. 


Abbreviations: N=, Sample size; N, no; U, unclear; Y, yes.
Checklist questions:
1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research?
2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate?
3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research?
4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
6. Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered?
7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? 
8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?
9. Is there a clear statement of findings?
10. How valuable is the research?


Supplementary Table 4: Quality appraisal of grey literature using the Authority, Accuracy, Coverage, Objectivity, Date, Significance (AACODS) checklist
	First author / year
	Design
	N=
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	Summary

	Minton
2005 [19]
	Meetings and conversations
	Nearly 50
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Clear aim but some methods unclear, including recruitment, data collection and analysis. ‘Objectivity’ is unclear although some degree of subjectivity should be expected in qualitative research? Has significance.

	The Children’s Commissioner
2021 [20]
	Interviews and focus groups
	NR
	Y
	N
	U
	U
	Y
	U
	Little data from a broad report, data collection and analysis methods not reported, ‘objectivity’ is unclear although looks like the views of the children are the focus, unclear significance as the quotation is only short.

	Children’s Commissioner
2020 [21]
	Unclear. Consultations?
	NR
	Y
	N
	N
	U
	Y
	N
	Little data from a broad report, data collection and analysis methods not reported, ‘objectivity’ is unclear although looks like the views of the children are the focus, unclear significance as the quotations are sparse and short.

	Children’s Commissioner
2019 [22]
	Unclear – conversations?
	NR
	Y
	N
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Clear aim but data collection and analysis methods not reported, ‘objectivity’ is unclear although looks like the views of the children are the focus, seems significant and highlights a range of health and wellbeing issues.

	Children’s Commissioner
2017 [23]
	Mosaic approach
	40
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Methods reported, organisation is reputable, coverage clear, ‘objectivity’ is unclear although looks like the views of the children are the focus, date clear, significant as reports on the link between suitability of housing and HI.

	Joshi
2015 [24]
	Mosaic approach
	40
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Methods reported, organisation is reputable, coverage clear, ‘objectivity’ is unclear although looks like the views of the children are the focus, date clear, reports on same data as Children’s Commissioner 2017 but with greater detail and nuance.

	Shelter 2014 [25]
	Qualitative interviews
	171
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Reputable organisation with named authors. Reflexivity not overtly stated. Analysis clearly presented and detailed quotes. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2018 [26]
	Mixed methods
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	No methodology. Date unclear. No detail on study participants. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2021 [27]
	Press release
	NR
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Press release. Limited. Potential for bias. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2017a [28]
	Qualitative interviews
	23:
11 kids
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2012 [29]
	Policy briefing
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Evidence briefing. Risk of repeat data from other included reports. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2015 [30]
	Qualitative interviews
	20
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2016b [31]
	Qualitative interviews
	25
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2016c [32]
	Qualitative interviews
	19
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2004b [33]
	Qualitative interviews
	29
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2017b [34]
	Qualitative interviews
	11
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written qualitative report. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2004c [35]
	Qualitative interviews
	Unclear
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Size of interview sample unclear. No reflexivity.

	Shelter 2004d [36]
	Not stated (presume interviews for quote)
	1
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	One relevant quote only, no methodology. No reflexivity.

	Renter's Reform Coalition 2022 [37]
	NR
	NR
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	No methodology, no description of who was interviewed. No reflexivity.

	JRF 2018 [38]
	Qualitative longitudinal
	72
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Complete methodology. Well written report. No reflexivity.

	JRF 2021 [39]
	Annual report
	NR
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Annual report. No methodology or defined sample.

	JRF 2017 [40]
	Qualitative interviews
	145
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Some information on methodology. Well written report. No reflexivity.

	YWT 2020 [41]
	Focus group
	4
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Methodology in linked references. No detail on children.

	White
2008 [42]
	Case study plus interviews
	12 (+44)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Not much relevant info to extract, and no relevant data, but useful to have some evidence relating to an (holistic) intervention.

	Hardy and Gillespie 2016 [43]
	Structured interviews
	32
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Quoatations not linked to narrative. No reflexivity. Aim not clearly stated. 

	Dexter 2016
(The Children’s Society) [44]
	Interviews, case studies
	8
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Clear aim, methods of analysis unclear but other methods clear, has significance in terms of population.

	Price
2015 [45]
	Interviews
	91
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Clear aim, methods of analysis unclear but other methods clear, has significance in terms of population.

	Coram Children’s Legal Centre
2013 [46]
	Case studies
	NR
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Methods lacking in detail, no detail on sample, or on how case studies were selected. Population significant.

	Children’s Society
2020 [47]
	Interviews, case studies
	24
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	High quality, in-depth research relating to HI across the country.

	Children’s Society
2020
(Pinter 2020) [48]
	Interviews
	11
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Clear aim & data collection, analysis not clear. Has significance.

	Children’s Society
2017 [49]
	Interviews, focus groups
	60
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Same sample/data collection as Children’s Society 2020 (Moving, Always Moving). Good quality, academic, adds primary data on related themes. A lot of detail on HI.

	CPAG & CoE (2020) [50]
	Interviews 
	 21 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y 
	Not much re housing 

	CPAG (2020) [51]
	Narrative element of survey 
	124 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Well written report. Helpful perspective of social workers re. homelessness / housing insecurity. 

	RCPCH (2017) Poverty & Us  [52]
	workshop 
	number unclear 
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N 
	V. little detail / context to quotes. 

	RCPCH (2017) Poverty and child health: views from the frontline  [53]
	survey open text responses 
	266 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	v little detail re, methodology 

	Project 17
2019 [54]
	Interviews, workshop, open-ended survey
	17 (int) / 14 (wshp)
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Clear aim & data collection, analysis not clear, no date given. Has significance.

	Project 17
2018 [55]
	Case studies, open-ended survey
	Unclear (2 families)
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Recruitment, data collection and analysis not clear – seems more informal and illustrative. Data includes nothing new and not much on the impact on the children.

	Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
2005 [56]
	Interviews
	82 house-holds
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Important info on the link between requesting repairs (for poor quality accommodation that was impacting children’s health) and eviction.

	Scottish Women’s Aid
2015 [57]
	Interviews, open-ended survey responses
	4 (int),
45 (survey)
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Recruitment to interviews, data collection and analysis not clear. Participatory approach useful.

	Jones
2010 [58]
	Interview
	114
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Clear aim and methods. Useful as examines keeping families in the same home following DV.

	Maternity Action
2022 [59]
	Online group discussion
	10
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Clear aims. No details on analysis. No dates. Some useful data.


Abbreviations: CPAG, Child Poverty Action Group; CoE, Church of England; JRF, Joseph Rowntree Foundation; N=, Sample size; N, no; RCPCH, Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health; U, unclear; Y, yes; YWT, Young Women’s Trust.
Checklist questions:
1. Authority (Y, N, U) – consider:
Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.
· Individual author:
· Associated with a reputable organisation?
· Professional qualifications or considerable experience?
· Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field?
· Recognised expert, identified in other sources?
· Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check)
· Higher degree student under “expert” supervision?
· Organisation or group:
· Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O)
· Is the organisation an authority in the field?
· In all cases:
· Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography?
2. Accuracy (Y, N, U) – consider:
· Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief?
· Is so, is this met?
· Does it have a stated methodology?
· If so, is it adhered to?
· Has it been peer-reviewed?
· Has it been edited by a reputable authority?
· Supported by authoritative, documented references or credible sources?
· Is it representative of work in the field?
· If No, is it a valid counterbalance?
· Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the research?
· if item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical report) refer to the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased interpretation or analysis?
3. Coverage (Y, N, U) – consider:
All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to answer a particular question, or be based on statistics from a particular survey.
· Are any limits clearly stated?
4. Objectivity (Y, N, U) – consider:
It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.
· Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s standpoint clear?
· Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation?
5. Date (Y, N, U) – consider:
For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance
· Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? No easily discernible date is a strong concern.
· If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a valid reason for its absence?
· Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material been included?
6. Significance (Y, N, U) – consider:
This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area
· Is the item meaningful? (this incorporates feasibility, utility and relevance)
· Does it add context?
· Does it enrich or add something unique to the research?
· Does it strengthen or refute a current position?
· Would the research area be lesser without it?
· Is it integral, representative, typical?
Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or behaviour of others)
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