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1. Introduction

Many homeless young people offend and are homeless upon entry into the criminal
justice system, and many young people in custody are homeless on release
(Maguire and Nolan, 2007; Howard League for Penal Reform, 2009). To help tackle
the cycle of homelessness and reoffending, the Welsh Government (2015a)
introduced the National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children, Young
People and Adults in the Secure Estate (referr e d t o as O tTwoestraRdst hway
of the Pathway were created i one for adults and one for children/young people.
The Pathway was devised to ensure that people who leave custody facing
homelessness have equal access to the preventative measures introduced by the
Housing (Wales) Act 2014, and to bridge this legislation with the Offender
Rehabilitation Act 2014 and the Transforming Rehabilitation reforms, which have
resulted in an increased number of adult prison leavers subject to post-release

supervision on licence.

The agencies involved in the Pathway have now had over three years to implement
it in practice, following its official launch in December 2015%. An evaluation of how
the Pathway for adults is operating in practice was published in June 2018 (Madoc-
Jones et al, 2018). Thus, an evaluation of the Pathway for children/young people is
timely. While Welsh Government statistics indicate the nature of the successful

O0r eas o0n aldr B¥-1%yea gds taken by local authorities to prevent and
relieve homelessness (Stats Wales, 2017), the outcomes specifically for young
people leaving the secure estate remain unclear. This evaluation, therefore, sits
alongside its adult-focused counterpart (Madoc-Jones et al, 2018) by exploring the
experiences of young people leaving the secure estate, as well as the impact on
stakeholder agencies. Indeed, this evaluation cross-references its findings to some
of those of the evaluation of the adult Pathway to determine whether there are

similar issues across both Pathways.

1 Although it had been operating in a shadow form since May 2015 (Madoc-Jones et al, 2018).



Chapter 2, the evidence review, situates the Pathway within its wider legislative
context and examines the specific details of the Pathway for children and young
people. The chapter also reviews the evidence pertaining to youth homelessness
and its links with crime, outlines resettlement issues for young people leaving prison
and reviews the international youth resettlement literature. Chapter 3 describes the
methodology employed to answer the research questions. Chapter 4 presents the
findings from all the methods alongside one another and, where applicable,
discusses them in relation to the issues raised in the resettlement literature
presented in the evidence review in Chapter 2. Chapter 5 summarises the key

findings and sets out our recommendations.



2. Evidence Review

2.1

Introduction

This chapter reviews the following evidence in this field:

academic literature from searches of academic indices and abstracting tools (e.g.
criminal justice abstracts and applied social science index and abstracts) and
specific journals (e.g. Housing Studies, European Journal of Homelessness, Youth

Justice and Criminology and Criminal Justice) using key words

1 legislation

1 analysis of data collected and made publicly available by the Welsh Government

and Youth Justice Board (YJB) and other UK Government department websites.

The primary key words are listed in the table below. Additional words were used for
searches on more specific areas of interest.

Table 2.1: Key words

Key word 1 Key Key word 3 Key word 4 Keyword 5 | Key word
word 2 6
Homelessness Prison Young Resettlement | Crime What works
person/people
Housing Secure | Youth Through care | Offending Effective
estate
Accommodation | Custody | Juvenile After care Reoffending | Successful
Good
practice

We also searched for publications by key individuals including all members of the

project team (especially Peter Mackie and Mike Maguire), as well as Kathy

Hampson, Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Neal Hazel, David Clapham, Peter Raynor and Tim

Bateman.

The evidence review begins by situating the Pathway within its wider legislative

context before examining the specific details of the Pathway for children and young




people. Subsequently, the need for the Pathway and its corresponding legislation is
demonstrated through a review of the evidence pertaining to youth homelessness
and its links with crime. It is argued that young people who experience
homelessness and who are involved with the criminal justice system represent a
highly vulnerable group with a range of complex needs. The review then discusses
resettlement for young people leaving prison before ending by outlining resettlement
issues that are specific to Wales.

2.2 The Housing (Wales) Act 2014

Walesb Ten Year Homel essness Plan (Wel sh Ass:
National Housing Strategy (Welsh Assembly Government, 2010) identified a need
to re-examine its homelessness legislation which, despite interim housing
legislation?, had remained largely unchanged in its structural framework since its
commencement in the Housing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977. The existing
framework placed a duty on local authorities to provide settled accommodation to
households who met four main criteria: (1) eligibility to receive public funds; (2)
unintentionally homeless; (3) in priority need; (4) with a local connection to the area.
The Mackie Review criticised this structure on two grounds (Mackie, 2014). First, it
excluded non-priority need households (predominantly single people) from receiving
any meaningful assistance. Second, the legislation was incompatible with
homelessness prevention services that had started in 2004/2005; many
stakeholders expressed a need for such services to be prioritised and integrated
into the legislation (Mackie, 2014; 2015; Mackie, Thomas and Bibbings, 2017).

The resulting Housing (Wales) Act 2014, therefore, places prevention at its core; it
has been described as O0pioneeringd in that
incorporatea st atutory o6prevention dutyd (Macki e
households can now receive assistance in some form regardless of whether they

meet the four criteria highlighted above (which, for now, have been retained®). The

2 Housing Act (1996) and Homeless Persons (Priority Need) (Wales) Order 2001

3 In early 2019, Welsh Government commissioned an independent review of the use of the priority need test in
Wales after calls for it to be abolished (National Assembly for Wales, 2018). At the time of publication this is an
ongoing piece of work with the key findings to be determined. For now, the four criteria (eligibility,



following are key features of the Act (Welsh Government, 2016) that diverge from
previous legislation:

1 anewduty for local authoritest o t ake Oreasonable stepso6 t
homelessness

1 the future period within which a person may be deemed 6t hr eat ened wi t h

homelessnes s 6 has been extended from 28 to 56 d
the intentionality test is now a O6powerd in

more powers for local authorities to discharge a homelessness duty into the private
rented sector

1 stronger duties on housing associations to cooperate with local authorities in
accommodating homeless people

T removal of automatic o6épriority need6é status

The removal of priority need status for prison leavers has affected adults more than
young people, as all young people qualify for priority need under two further
provisions outlined in Section 70 of the Housing (Wales) Act 2014:

1 a person who is aged 16 or 17 when the person applies to a local housing authority

for accommodation or help in obtaining or retaining accommodation

1 a person who has attained the age of 18, when the person applies to a local
housing authority for accommodation or help in obtaining or retaining
accommodation, but not the age of 21, who was looked after, accommodated or

fostered at any time while under the age of 18.

Indeed, there are multiple legislative provisions that intersect with housing

legislation for children and young people; these are outlined in the following section.

When a local authority accepts a homelessness application, the applicant is notified

ofwhi ch 6dutyé they are legally entitled to

9 Section 66 1 duty to help prevent homelessness: applies when a household is

threatened with homelessness in the next 56 days

intentionality, priority need and local connection) have been retained in some form but are used differently by
different local authorities. For example, some have abandoned intentionality and local connection, whereas
others have not.
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Section 68 1 duty to provide temporary accommodation: applies when there is
reason to believe that a household may be eligible for assistance, may be homeless
and may be in priority need. This occurs pending an enquiry into whether a
household is owed a duty under Section 73

Section 73 1 duty to help to secure suitable accommodation: applies when a
Section 66 duty has failed or when a household is already homeless when the

application is made

Section 7571 final duty to provide settled accommodation: applies when a household
i s eligible and in priorstteyp snée etda kaennd whdeer re
66 and 73 have been unsuccessful.

The ofinal dutydé (Section 75) is, therefor
progressed through Oreasonable stepsd6 to p
73) their homelessness, and such steps have failed, and they are in a priority need

category. OReasonable stepsodé inviwchlve a r an

authorities. These can include:

mediation

payments by way of a grant or loan

guarantees to landlords/lenders that payments will be made
support in managing debt, mortgage arrears or rent arrears
security measures for applicants at risk of abuse

advocacy or other representation

accommodation

information and advice

other services, goods or facilities.

Addition al Key Leg islatio n
Given the removal of priority need for prison leavers, the Pathway (which is
described more fully in section 2.4) aims to ensure that prison leavers have equal

accesstothe preventonand relief duties, and their co



s t e prwtbermore, it draws together the provisions of the Housing (Wales) Act
2014 with other key pieces of legislation relevant to those leaving the secure estate.
What follows is a brief overview of this legislation and how it relates to the Pathway.

Offending and Rehabilitation Act 2014: This Act provides the legal basis for the

extension of supervision to adult offenders sentenced to less than 12 months. Itis

part of a broader suite of O6Transforming R
nationallevelf r om February 2015. The 6Transfor min
aims to bring down reoffending rates through a number of reforms including

reorgani sing prisons to resettle offenders
from custody to community and the introduction of mentors for short term prisoners

being released in the community.

Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014: This legislation ensures that both

adults and young people have access to care and support whilst in the secure

estate. For young people, the legislation stipulates that, where a young person was

an ordinary resident prior to entering the secure estate, the local authority is

responsible for providing care and support to that young person regardless of

whether he/she is held in England or Wales. This local authority is known as the

0 We | s h Ldda Authorityo . I n addition, the loocalgi sl at:.
authorities for looked after children to promote their wellbeing and to

create/maintain a care and support plan.

Part 11 of this Act is supplemented with the National Care and Support Pathway for

Children and Young People in the Secure Estate (Welsh Government, 2015b). This
O0Support Pathwaydé parallels and intersects
sets out the obligatory steps to be taken by key professionals at different stages of a

chil d/ young personés time in the secure es
(YOTSs) are required to identify and include care and support needs in an

i ndi vi d-seaténbegepagrtr Upon reception into custody, if a care/support need

exists, health staff undertake an assessment and the case is referred to the home

local authorityt o assess the individual 6s eligibild@i

agencies. Consideration of care and support needs occurs in conjunction with



consideration of housing need and at every stage of custody; both types of need
should be addressed together.

Mental Health (Wales) Measure 2010: This places a statutory duty on local

authorities and local health boards to provide primary mental health services to
those held in custody. Furthermore, under this measure, arrangements should be
made to ensure that an individual in custody has access to appropriate mental
health services upon release. Regarding the Pathway, as well as identifying and
supporting mental health issues whilst in custody, mental health needs should also
be documented in the housing referral made to a local authority to ensure the most
appropriate housing outcome for that individual.

Crime and Disorder Act 1998: This Act introduced YOTS, which have a key role in
the Pathway by co-ordinatingwithc hi | d r e n 6asd heusimgwptiang tsams to
support young people in the secure estate and on release.

Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012: As mentioned in the

previous section, an individual is granted priority need status under the Housing
(Wales) Act 2014 if they are aged 18 to 21 and have been looked after at any time
prior to the age of 18. Section 104 of the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of
Offenders Act 2012 states that all children/young people remanded to youth
detention accommodation are to be treated as looked after by the designated

authority, meaning that they will be classified as priority need.

Southwark Judgement: Priority need status for 16-17 year olds is likewise reiterated

by the Southwark Judgement, which, in clarifying Section 20 of the Children Act
1989, obligesc hi | dr e n deproside mocammedation and support for
homeless individuals of this age. In other words, while housing options teams are
involved in providing homelessness assistance and accommodation to
children/young people under the age of 18 leaving the secure estate, overall
responsibility for this lieswithc h i | dserdcesd(He r Ma jInspedtoyate of
Probation, 2016).

10



Welsh Government and Youth Justice Board (2014) joint strategy for youth justice:

Finally, in addition to the provisions outlined thus far, the Welsh Government and
Yout h Just i ce oiBtsteategy tosyouthzustited Xhilgren and Young
People First i includes resettlement and reintegration as one of its priorities.
Reintegration and Resettlement Partnership Boards (RRPBs) have been
established to take a multi-agency approach to reduce the risk of reoffending
among young people leaving custody through the provision of wrap-around services
(which incorporates accommodation) specific to individual need (Hampson and
Kinsey, 2016). The Welsh Government is proposing to give RRPBs statutory status
through the introduction of a duty in the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act
2014 (Welsh Government, 2015a).

2.4 National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children, Young People and
Adults in the Secure Estate

The homelessness Pathway (Welsh Government, 2015a) was the product of the

Prisoner Accommodation Resettlement Working Group, which was established to

ensure that all prisoners have access to the new prevention duty of the Housing

(Wales) Act 2014. Although children/young people facing homelessness upon

release from the secure estate are likely to be classed as priority need, and
therefore eligible to receive the o6final o
only be the case i f the Opr etoan3)dutenhave( Sect

failed.

The Pathway itself is divided into four sections, mapping on to four chronological
periods that children/young people experience as they progress through the youth
justice system®. These are: pre-custody; reception; resettlement; and release.
YOTs are responsible for overseeing the majority of processes in the children/young

peopl ebs Pat hway. However, RRPBs magale i nvol

4 It is worth noting Section 117 of the Pathway which states that it should be read alongside Article 3 of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child which stresses that the best interests of the child must be the focal point of any
actions taken that concern them.

11
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authorities become increasingly involved after a housing referral is made. The
following paragraphs set out what should happen at each of these stages. The
stages are also shown in the diagrams in Annex 1: Accommodation Support (Young
People) (Welsh Government, 2015a).

During the pre-custody stage, YOTs produce a pre-sentence report indicating the
child/young personds: | iving situlaokedon; ho
after. This is sent to the YJB. If a child/young person receives a custodial sentence
of less than 66 days (which is likely to be the case for Detention and Training
Orders i DTOs®), and there is housing need, the YOT makes a referral to the local
authority to consider whether it owes a duty to house the young person. Upon
reception into custody, a Sentence Plan is prepared (within 10 days and reviewed
monthly), indicating any housing need. Sixty-six days before release, they enter the
resettlement stage and if a housing need still exists, a referral is made to the
appropriate local authority. If the local authority accepts they have a duty under the
Housing (Wales) Act 2014, the authority then has a duty to prevent or relieve the

chil d/ young persondés homel essness.

If the relief efforts fail, the child/young person is then entitled to secure
accommodation because all children/young people being released from custody are
deemed to be in priority need. The final stage i release i is shaped by the
outcome of the local authority referral. If the child/young person has been granted
the relief duty, they are further entitled to suitable temporary accommodation
(Section 68) until more settled accommodation is found. It should be noted that Bed
and Breakfast (B&B) accommodation is not deemed suitable for children/young
people unless it is a last resort (Welsh Government, 2015a; 2016). This is due to
the risks associated with children/young people living in the same premises as
adults, with little privacy and supervision (He r  Ma jInspedtoyate ®f Probation,
2016).

5 Detention and Training Orders are determinate custodial sentences which can last from four months to 24 months in
length. A child spends the first half of the order in custody and the second half in the community on licence (Youth Justice
Board, 2019a

12



2.5

Youth Homelessness

Although Wales is the first country to place homelessness prevention on a statutory

footing, preventative activities had been occurring in a piecemeal manner across

the UK prior to this (Fitzpatrick et al, 2009). Prevention of youth homelessness in

the UK has typically taken the form of local authority service provision of mediation

between young people and their parents, as well as help to access accommodation

when a tenancy is ending (Pawson et al., 2007).

The scale of youth homelessness in the UK is, however, unclear. Government

statistics only stratify some, but not all, homelessness data by age. In Wales, there

are some data available for the outcomes of homelessness applications made to

local authorities by age. Latest figures show that for the period 2016-17, 810

homelessness applications were made by 16-17 year olds in Wales: 168 of these

received a Opreventiono

outcome (Section 73) and

outcome (Section 6
81 received a o6fi

remainder were either not deemed to be eligible, homeless/threatened with

homelessness or were intentionally homeless (Stats Wales, 2017). While these

figures provide some indication of the scale of youth homelessness in Wales, one

individual may make several applications and/or receive multiple outcomes meaning

it is not possible to isolate the number of people who are homeless and aged 16 to

17 years in a given time period. However, it is important to recognise that a

substanti al proportion of yadem@ peeplteodsnom

engagement with services, sofa surfing and rough sleeping (Clarke, 2016). Clarke

(2016) estimated that on any one night, at least 216,000 young people in the UK are

sofa surfing and 40,000 young people are sleeping rough. These figures are

substantially higher than official figures would suggest, leading Clarke (2016) to

conclude that most young homeless people are not engaged with services.

Interestingly, the profile of the young people who she surveyed was less vulnerable

than that of the young people in other research based on those who access

services. Hence, she suggests that it is the most vulnerable homeless, young

people who engage with services.

13



2.6

Youth Homelessness, Crime and Custody

Vulnerability among young people who are homeless is captured by research that
has attempted to identify common causes of youth homelessness, including family
breakdown/conflict; violence and/or financial difficulties in the family; having been in
local authority care and having been involved in crime or antisocial behaviour
(Johnsen and Quilgars, 2009; Pleace, 2008; Neale, 2001). For some young people,
their (repeated) entries into, and exits from, homelessness are intertwined with
antisocial behaviour, offending, victimisation and substance misuse (Clapham et al,
2014; Mayock et al, 2013; Pain and Francis, 2004; Wardaugh, 2000). One report
that collected data on nearly 5,000 young people accessing homelessness services
in England found that 15 per cent of the sample had a history of offending
(Homeless Link, 2018). Yet, the report also highlighted that many young people who
are homeless have a multitude of problems, of which homelessness and offending
are only two (Homeless Link, 2018). Moreover, certain groups of young people are
at an increased risk of homelessness including: those with BAME backgrounds;
those who have been in care; those who are LGBTQ; unaccompanied asylum
seeking children or those with refugee status; EEA nationals; and 16 to17 year olds
as compared to young people of other ages (Homeless Link, 2018). Fitzpatrick et al
(2013) use the framework of Omultiple excl
significant overlap between homelessness, spending time in institutions such as
prison, and a range of complex needs which entrench individuals in chronic social

exclusion.

Youth offending literature equally recognises the complex backgrounds of many

young people. The concept of oO6adverse chil
attention of criminologists, housing professionals and youth justice practitioners in

recent years due to evidence demonstrating the correlation between childhood

trauma, abuse and neglect with involvement in crime during adolescence and

adulthood (Beckley et al, 2018; Pflugardt et al, 2018; Baglivio and Epps, 2016; Fox

et al, 2015). Further evidence has pointed to the relationships between youth

offending and being in local authority care (Day, 2017; Darker et al, 2008), having

mental health and/or substance misuse problems during childhood (Mallett et al,

2011), and family risk factors (Haines and Case, 2005). Recently, the YJB Cymru

and Wel sh Government trialled an 6Enhanced

14



which some YOTs adopted a psychologically-informed model to enable them to

more carefully tailor interventions to support individuals. While homelessness was

not specifically discussed, several of the young people involved in the trial had been
looked after and the evaluation of the trial notedt he young peopl eds
problems including substance misuse, experience of domestic violence, and being

the victim of physical abuse (Welsh Government, 2017). In other words, the profiles

of young people with prolific offending histories greatly overlap with those who

experience homelessness.

Young people who commit the most serious crimes and who receive a custodial
sentence often have particularly high levels of complex problems, which can be
exacerbated through the experience of imprisonment (Cesaroni and Peterson-
Badali, 2010). The number of young people entering the youth justice system in
England and Wales has been falling over the past decade. Youth justice figures for
England and Wales in 2017-18 reported a 70 per cent decrease in custodial
sentences over the last ten years, although there was a 3 per cent increase in
custodial sentences within the past year; the first such increase since 2008 (Youth
Justice Board/Ministry and Justice, 2019). In the year ending March 2018, the
average monthly population of children and young people in custody at any one
time, in England and Wales, was just under 900° (Youth Justice Board/Ministry of
Justice, 2019, p.36). The same report noted that the proportion of children and
young people in custody for more serious offences (violence against the person,
robbery and sexual offences) has continually increased over the past 10 years. This
is to be expected with the less serious offenders not being sent to custody. The
report also found that the proportion of individuals from BAME backgrounds in
custody is disproportionate to the general population. Reoffending is also a
significant occurrence among children and young people. Since 2014, reoffending
among children and young people has been falling, but it is still higher than it was
ten years ago. Moreover, for the year ending March 2017, children and young

people who reoffended committed an average of 3.92 offences each, representing

8 It is important to keep in mind that some children/young people may serve a custodial sentence more than
in a given period meaning that youth justice stati
individuals in custody.

once

15
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the highest reoffending frequency rate in the last ten years (Youth Justice
Board/Ministry of Justice, 2019).

The figures above represent children and young people in both England and Wales.
Demographic data is publicly available for young people attached specifically to a
Welsh YOT (although these young people may serve their custodial sentences in an
English establishment). Table 2.2 below indicates the gender, age and ethnicity
breakdown for these individuals over a seven-year period ending in March 2018. It
further includes the legal basis upon which a custodial sentence was issued. The
table reflects the trend that custodial sentences have been continually decreasing
over time. The number of young people attached to a Welsh YOT, serving a
custodial sentence, is now just over a third of what it was in 2012 (Youth Justice
Board, 2019a). There were 32 young people in custody in 2018 compared with 90 in
2012. These figures also highlight that most young people attached to a Welsh YOT
and who receive a custodial sentence are male, 17 years old and white, and most

custodial sentences are based on DTOs.

16



Table 2.2: Demographic and legal basis data fo r young people attached to a
Welsh YOT, serving a custodial sentence between the years ending March
2012 to year ending March 201 8

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 | 2018
Gender
Female 4 2 3 3 2 1 1
Male 86 65 47 43 40 37 31
Age
10-14 years old 5 2 1 0 1 0 1
15 years old 8 8 6 5 4
16 years old 24 20 12 15 12 8
17 years old 54 38 30 26 25 27 19
Ethnicity
Asian and Other 4 3 3 2 1 2 2
Black 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
Mixed 1 1 1 2 2 2 5
BAME 6 6 5 5 3 5 7
White 76 61 45 41 39 33 25
Legal basis
Remand 18 11 8 8 5 5 9
Detention and Training 61 47 32 30 28 25 18
Order 10 10 8 8
Section 917 4 1 0 1 1 0
Other

Source: Youth Justice Board (2019a)

Note: We note that the total of the ethnicity cells is greater than elsewhere (for example gender).
However, the data presented here accurately replicates the data presented in the source.

Taking together the data on youth homelessness and crime, and on young people

in custody, evidence indicates that the numbers are small, but that there is a group

7 Section 91 allows the Crown Court to sentence children( under 18 year olwe)crcihmeged
(those listed in Section 91 - certain serious offence other than murder for which an adult could receive at least

14 years in custody) to custody. It is normally used to pass a sentence longer than the maximum two years

available under a DTO (Youth Justice Board, 2019a).

17
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of young people who experience the sharpest end of vulnerability and social
exclusion, which may lead to a cycle of homelessness and frequent and/or serious
(re)offending, particularly if they have received a custodial sentence.

2.7 Youth Justice and Resettlement in Wales
Young people in England and Wales, who receive a custodial sentence, serve this
sentence in either a Young Offender Institution (YOI, only one in Wales), Secure
Training Centre (STC, none in Wales) or a
in Wales). YOls are operated by the prison service and typically accommodate
males aged 15-20 years old; STCs are run by private companies and typically
accommodate both males and females aged 12-17 years old; while SCHs are run
by local authorities and accommodate younger, more vulnerable children (Cavadino
et al, 2013). In February 2019, there were 834 under 18s in youth custody in
England and Wales? (an increase of 22 young people in comparison to the previous
month), 694 of whom were aged 16 or 17 years old (Youth Justice Board, 2019b).
Twenty-seven of the 834 under-18s were attached to a Welsh YOT and 33 were in
a Welsh secure establishment (many of these came from YOT areas outside
Wales). Table 2.3 outlines the type of institution and legal basis for all under-18s in
custody in England and Wales in February 2019; these monthly data do not isolate

the figures for Wales or for 16 to 17 year olds.

8 This figure rises to 915 when 18-year olds are included.

18



Table 2.3: Under -18s serving custodial sentences in England and Wales in February
2019

Number of young people
Institution type
Young Offender Institution 616
Secure Training Centre 143
Secure Childrends Hon 75
Total 834
Legal basis
Detention and Training Order 289
Remand 242
Section 917 242
Other 61
Total 834

Source: Youth Justice Board (2019b)

While criminal justice policies have not been devolved to Wales, the devolution of

services that

wo ul

d normal ly

partner

wi t h

social services, education and housing) led to opportunities to develop the All Wales

Youth Offending Strategy (Welsh Assembly Government, 2004) which took a more

wel fari st

approach

with an emphasi s

on

Haines, 2015; Drakeford, 2010). The Pathway sits firmly within this distinctly Welsh

approach in aiding resettlement.

Wales is divided into 15 YOTSs; five of these cover two local authorities, and one

covers three. YOTs comprise of representatives from health, social services,

education, police and probation and they have a statutory responsibility for

managing children/young people who are subject to court orders and work closely

with the secure estate in making arrangements for all children/young people leaving

custody. The youth secure estate in Wales is comprised of two establishments:

Parc YOI (located in Bridgend, South Wales) and Hillside SCH (located in Neath,
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South Wales). In addition, small numbers of young people with a Welsh YOT are

imprisoned in establishments in England. These include, but are not limited to,
Rainsbrook STC (located in Willoughby), Vinney Green SCH (located in Bristol),
Wetherby YOI (located in Wetherby) and Werrington YOI (located in Stoke-on-

Trent) (Jones, 2018). Table 2.4 indicates the numbers of young people in custody in
March 2018 with a YOT based in Wales, by establishment.

Table 2.4: Young people attached to a Welsh YOT who were in custody in March 2018

by establishment

Name of establishment Number of young people

Parc (YOI) 13
Werrington (YOI) 6
Rainsbrook (STC) 4
Vinney Green (SCH) 3
Hillside (SCH) 3
Wetherby (YOI) 1

Source: Adapted from Jones (2018)

Accommodating people from Wales in English establishments can be problematic
for resettlement. Increased distance from home makes it difficult for families and
support workers to visit and it limits the potential for Release on Temporary Licence
(ROTL)® (Hampson, 2016). ROTL allows people to leave custody for a short time for
resettlement purposes; one of which is visiting post-release accommodation (Prison
Reform Trust, 2015). Many children and young people in Wales who have offended
are excluded from ROTL because they are incarcerated too far from home. While
this problem has historically been more relevant for young people from north Wales
imprisoned in English establishments, the reduction in YJB placement sites in
Wales means that this problem is now felt among young people imprisoned in south
Wales (Hampson, 2016). A second problem faced particularly by north Walians in
English institutions relates to language barriers. Table 2.5 shows that, in some local

authority areas, a substantial proportion of the population speak Welsh as their first

Rel ease on temporary |icence means being able to |l eave
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language (Welsh Government and Welsh Language Commissioner, 2015), yet
imprisonment in England means that most communication regarding their support

needs is conducted in English (Jones, 2018; Hampson, 2016).

Table 2.5: Language mainly spoken at home, by  local authority

Always/ Always/

almost Roughly equal almost

always Mainly use of Welsh | Mainly always

Welsh Welsh and English English English

% % % % %

Isle of Anglesey 45 6 11 15 22
Gwynedd 56 7 8 13 16
Conwy 28 5 9 24 35
Denbighshire 15 4 10 24 47
Flintshire 6 - 7 25 60
Wrexham 4 - 8 30 56
Powys 13 6 12 23 45
Ceredigion 37 6 14 19 24
Pembrokeshire 18 - 11 22 47
Carmarthenshire 29 10 17 22 22
Swansea - - 16 25 51
Neath Port Talbot 9 - 17 32 38
Bridgend - - 8 36 52
Vale of Glamorgan 9 - 8 25 53
Cardiff 12 4 8 29 48
Rhondda  Cynon - - 9 45 43
Merthyr Tydfil - - - 33 59
Caerphilly - - 10 24 63
Blaenau Gwent - - - 36 58
Torfaen - - - 37 57
Monmouthshire - - - 28 69
Newport - - - 25 65

Sample size: 7,100

Source: Welsh Language Use Survey, 2013-15 (Welsh Government and Welsh Language
Commissioner, 2015)

Note: This question was asked of all adults and children.
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Such language barriers can enhance feelings of isolation and may mean that

i mportant

det ail s

regarding a young person

2018; Hampson, 2016). This evidence indicates a need to be sensitive to the

geography of Wales and requires an understanding of the local authorities young

people move to upon release. Such data, however, are unavailable in the public

domain although the YJB does report on the YOT that an individual was involved

with when they were cautioned or sentenced. Table 2.6 denotes the number of

custodial sentences delivered to 10-17 year olds in 2017-2018 whose cases are

managed by a Welsh YOT. Two notes of caution are warranted: (1) those with

custodial sentences may not necessarily be resettled in the same YOT area that

they were initially engaged in; (2) in Table 2.6, the number in the right-hand column

is the number of custodial sentences, not the number of people; one person may

have received more than one custodial sentence.

Table 2.6: Number of custodial sentences received in 201  7-2018 by 10-17 yearolds b y

Welsh YOT

Number of

custodial
Name of YOT sentences
Blaenau, Gwent and Caerphilly 1
Cardiff 13
Carmarthenshire 2
Ceredigion 0
Conway and Denbighshire 7
Cwm Taf 11
Flintshire 3
Gwynedd Mon 0
Monmouthshire and Torfaen 4
Newport 9
Pembrokeshire 1
Powys 1
Vale of Glamorgan 4
Western Bay 9
Wrexham 13

Source: Youth Justice Board (2019c¢)
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Successful resettlement upon release is challenging, yet critical for reducing

reoffending (Maguire and Nolan, 2007), and has been of prime focus for the YJB

Cymru and Wel sh YOTs. Hampson (2016) outl:
pat hwayso identified by the YJB that form
reoffending. These pathways cover: accommodation; education, training and

employment; substance misuse; health; families; finance, benefits and debt; and

case management and transitions. Ensuring that young people leave custody and

move into secure and settled accommodation is not only crucial for tackling

homelessness, it is equally critical for resettlement and reducing reoffending. What

works in resettlement is the focus of the next section.

2.8 International Research into Resettlement Support
Given the vulnerability of young people who receive custodial sentences,
resettlement and reintegration into the community post-custody is of prime concern
for mitigating risk and reducing reoffending (Bateman et al, 2013). This section of
the chapter briefly reviews the international research on effective resettlement

support and highlights innovations in youth resettlement.

2.8.1 Defining and evaluating resettlement support
OResettlementd is 6the effective reintegra
communitybeyond t he period of any | icenkdee t o whi
Ma | e slrispeétiaate of Prisons, 2001, p.3). This term has over-taken the
previously used ter ms of,botéebtitl @iticisedasetd and 0
implies the individualswere6 s et t 1l ed6é6 and 6éi ntegrated6 i n
imprisonment, which is not necessarily the case (He r Ma jInspedtoyate ®f
Prisons, 2001). This critique is particularly relevant for young people who (re)offend,
as their difficult backgrounds closely resemble and overlap with young people who
have experienced homelessness (Burke, 2016). The relationship between having a
complex background, receiving a custodial sentence, and the high risk of
reoffending among young people is captured by Johns et al (2017, p.3): fi fie vast
majority of young people who can be diverted from further offending are being
di verted, and the group Ol eft behinddé comp

manifest in the most challenging behavioursa
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In terms of what makes resettlement effective, most research measures re-
offending. However, commentators have increasingly suggested that focusing on
re-offending as a single outcome may be inappropriate. The critique that re-
offending, or more accurately proven re-offending rates, is too simplistic a measure
to be used to define success is well documented (see Pierpoint, 2017; Copas and
Marshall, 1998). In brief, reconviction is a measure of the process of an individual
being (re)detected and (re)convicted of an offence within a particular time frame. Of
course, it may underestimate reoffending by, for example, not capturing undetected

offending or focusing on a short time frame. However, the concerns here are, firstly,

reconviction rates may reflect the practice of targetingt he O6usual suspect

characterised by their powerlessness, who perpetrate generally low level/less
serious crimes (see Clarke 2014). The second concern is that it does not reflect the
long-term, potentially zigzagging, journey of desistance. Thirdly, reconviction rates
do not capture the shorter-term successes or progress (such as in accommodation
or employment), which may be very important in working towards reducing

reoffending or at least reducing the frequency or severity of offending behaviour.

Beyond Youth Custody published, in March 2017, an end-of-term report reflecting
on the lessons learnt from 16 projects with young people funded for 5 years. The
report warns against a single focus on reoffending and advocates a longer-term
understanding of resettlement as a process that promotes desistance, wellbeing
and social inclusion. It is also recognised that, at present, there is insufficient robust
evidence to draw firm conclusions about the impact of different elements of
resettlement, including accommodation programmes, on reoffending (Malloch et al,
2013). Moreover, the literature does not often delineate between adults and young
people, or, indeed other vulnerable groups. That said, the remainder of this section
summarises the results of a review of the international literature into the elements of
effective resettlement and discusses the factors that are, generally, thought to

increase the success of resettlement support.
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2.8.2  Continuity of contact
Research has demonstr atteidn uihtey 6 mpetr waerc ew ot
and after release, including efforts by professional staff or mentors to develop
relationships with prisoners t WMaguireandl | be
Raynor, 2017; Hudson et al, 2007; Clancy et al, 2006; Lewis et al, 2003). It is also
important to ensure that support is provided immediately on release (Bateman et al,
2013). The Pathfinders resettlement programme for prisoners on short-term
sentences, in the UK, was an example of a successful intervention based around
continuity of support through the gate. The evaluation of the programme found that
the offenders who maintained post-release contact with a mentor who provided
emotional support and help with practical problems had lower reconviction rates and
were more likely to be employed post release than those who did not (Lewis et al,
2007). Moreover, in the second phase of the evaluation, 80 per cent of (n=51)
offenders stated that the programme had helped them to control their substance
misuse problem to some extent (Raynor, 2004).

2.8.3 Supporting transition
Transitioning from custody back into the community can lead to young people
feeling overwhelmed, anxious and isolated (Hampson, 2016; Visher, 2007), as they
have to adjust to a less regimented environment, re-establish relationships and
rebuild their previous lives (Youth Justice Board, 2006). It is, therefore, not
surprising that research has consistently found that reoffending, or breach, are both
more likely in the period immediately after release (Hazel et al, 2010a; Hazel et al,
2002; Hagell et al, 2000). Hence, it has been suggested that a resettlement plan
should be in place and relationships with service providers should be established
prior to release and clearly communicated to the young person, and that the plan
should be implemented as soon as the young person returns to the community
(Hazel, 2004).
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2.8.4

2.8.5

Engagement and collaboration with users

Consistency of contact can also help to build trust between service users and
providers. However, it may be useful to separate the monitoring and support
functions of through-care, as monitoring can reduce openness between service
users and providers (Malloch et al, 2013). Mason and Prior (2008) argue that the
building of successful relationships requires highly skilled practitioners able to:
demonstrate empathy; show respect; exhibit a commitment to social justice that
recognises the social and material hardship the young person may have endured,;
promote individual responsibility for actions and behaviour; and involve the young

person in planning for their future.

Users should see the development of a plan as a collaborative endeavour in which
they have input into the services that they receive and outcomes at which they are
aiming (Malloch et al, 2013; Hart and Thompson, 2009). Furthermore, offenders
who maintain a higher contact rate with support staff are more likely to have lower
rates of reoffending (Clancy et al., 2006). It has been suggested that one possible
element to successful work with young people leaving custody would entail
according them similar rights to those enjoyed by care leavers (Hollingsworth,
2012).

Public recognition of desistance

Publicly recognising that offenders have desisted from offending may help reduce
the chances of future offending, but further empirical testing of this is required
(Scottish Government, 2015; Maruna, 2014). There are studies which have found
that public recognition of young offenders' progress can help them develop a new,
non-criminal identity and lead to improved self-esteem (The big step, 2008).
Examples of recognising desistance markers include: sealing of criminal justice
records earlier in the offenders' criminal career than usual; restoration of civil rights;
awarding certificates; and inviting ex-offenders to give talks to others (Calverley and
Farrall, 2011). However, one would have to carefully consider the appropriateness
of using such initiatives with young people, and arguably they should normally be

contemplated only after the person has reached the age of 19.
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2.8.6 Holistic programmes
It is thought that resettlement works best when it has a focus on thinking and
motivation as well as welfare (Raynor, 2004). The individual importance of (1)
thinking of future selves and motivation and (2) support through the gates has been
highlighted above. However, there is evidence that holistic resettlement
programmes, combining these issues, can help to reduce reoffending (see, for
example, Maguire and Raynor 2017).

2.8.7 Accommodation
While no direct impact on reoffending has been observed, partly because it is
difficult to separate out a distinct effect, accommodation is considered important for
resettlement and desistance (Scottish Government, 2015). While having a home
that is safe and secure is fundamentally important for wellbeing (Clapham, 2011), it
is particularly salient for young people leaving custody because accommodation
intersects with the additional supportneedsidenti f i ed i n t he seven Or
p at h w@ampson, 2016) mentioned in section 2.7 above. For example, a lack of
suitable accommodation has been found to severely constrain opportunities to fully
engage in education and employment (Ofsted, 2010). Similarly, accessing services
to help with debt, substance misuse and health problems is extremely challenging in
the absence of having a secure base, not least because GP surgeries, banks and
employers normally require an address (Bowpitt, 2015; Baldry et al, 2006; Galea
and Vlahov, 2002). Moreover, unless people in prison receive help to end an
existing tenancy or mortgage, they may accrue sizeable arrears, adding to the

already difficult experiences they are likely to face upon release (Bowpitt, 2015).

There is debate in the literature over the most appropriate form of accommodation
for young people. For example, there is mixed evidence on the effectiveness of
hostel accommodation in reducing reoffending. Some evaluations have reported
cases where the hostel fostered the development of networks between offenders,
thus reducing the likelihood of desistance. Hence, commentators in Europe and
North America, have argued that it is better to re-house offenders into mainstream

accommodation with security of tenure, rather than into hostel accommodation
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(Lutze et al, 2014). Similar concerns have been raised when homeless young
people are placed in shared temporary accommodation (Quilgars et al, 2008;
Humphreys et al, 2007). Research published by the ( He r  Malpspestoratedos
Probation, 2016), based on data collected prior to the implementation of the
Pathway, found that one in three 16-17 year olds in the sample were living in
unsuitable accommodation post-release, including some who were placed in B&B
accommodation alongside unknown/dangerous adults. Not only did this increase
the risk of reoffending, it increased the vulnerability of young individuals with
complex needs. The report concluded that all 16-17 years olds must be placed in
secure and safe accommodation upon release and that assessment of
accommodation and support needs must commence upon sentencing; the Pathway,
in principle, should ensure these recommendations are met. It does not deem B&B
accommodation to be suitable for children/young people unless it is a last resort
(Welsh Government, 2015a; 2016).

In the absence of an alternative, young people may leave custody and return to the
family home without it being clear whether this would be the best environment for
them(He r Ma jinspedtoyate f Prisons, 2011). Given that transitioning from
custody back into the community can lead to feeling overwhelmed, anxious and
isolated (Hampson, 2016; Visher, 2007), if this is accompanied by the possibility of
homelessness or inappropriate accommodation, it follows that the risk of

reoffending is high:

@ he period of transition from custody to the community provides a window of
opportunity when young people are enthusiastic to change, however this is impeded
by a lack of sufficient, relevant and timely support, leading to disillusionment and a

return to offendingé(Bateman et al, 2013, p.2).

Hence, it is important for the most appropriate accommodation to be provided, as

well as to ensure that young people are clear and happy about their future

destination. Inshort,housi ng has been described as a
ingredient for successful resettlement (Humphreys and Stirling 2008; Maguire,

2007).
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2.8.8

2.8.9
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Partnership working and co -ordination

The impact of partnership working and co-ordination does not appear to have been
empirically tested in the literature and, indeed, would be difficult to do so. That said,
it is still argued that it is key to ensuring that young people have access to the
services that they require while in detention and after they are released (Hazel et al,
2010b; Youth Justice Board, 2006; 2010; Carney and Buttell, 2003). This argument
is based on the fact that individual partners will not be able to cater for the broad
range of needs of young people alone. It is also argued that partners should involve
the family, representatives of the community, and employers from the area in which
the young person will reside, to ensure that there remains a network of support
once statutory and voluntary support is withdrawn (Bateman et al, 2013). As well as
having the appropriate partners in place, the literature also discusses their co-
ordination. Bateman et al (2013) suggest that, based on the literature, a partnership
coordination (or Obrokeraged) model is
appoint a manager to champion resettlement and to act as the key contact for

partners.

Gaps in the literature

While evidence above points to a range of factors relevant to effective adult, and
sometimes specifically youth, resettlement, it also, as observed by Beyond Youth
Custody (2017), leaves a number of questions unanswered. The authors of Beyond
Youth Custody (2017) identify these issues as:

transition to adulthood

sustained engagement

support without an increased risk of breach
diversity issues

ending resettlement support

including the remand population.

29

ef f e



2.8.10 Good practice/innovations

A number of publications flag up various projects as models of good practice, but it
is not always clear how they have been selected (Local Government Association,
2011; Allender et al, 2005). Beyond Youth Custody (2017) also points to the

following innovations in youth resettlement:
1 embedding resettlement key workers in prisons
1 interventions lasting beyond the licence period

1 employing resettlement workers as partnership co-ordinators rather than

caseworkers
1 sharing services between local authority areas
1 multi-agency case reviews

T empl oyer sé s che metbeybuhggpersobmigigdusiodywh i | e

2.9 Conclusion

The National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children and Young People in

the Secure Estate (Welsh Government, 2015a) represents a commitment by Welsh
Government to address housing need early, with the aim of reducing homelessness

upon release. This evidence review has outlined the various and interconnected

legislation that the Pathway encompasses, demonstrating the array of

responsibilities placed upon local authorities, YOTsandc hi | dr endms ser vi c

supporting young people in the secure estate.

This evidence review has also presented literature concerning the difficult
backgrounds and complex vulnerabilities characteristic of both youth homelessness
and youth offending, arguing that these problems are overlapping. Such high levels
of vulnerability indicate the added significance of ensuring a holistic resettlement
process, with safe and secure housing being at the forefront. There is a body of
evidence about what is needed in terms of resettlement support, also reviewed in

this chapter, but there is a need for detailed research to tell us what is actually
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happening on the ground and what needs improving regarding delivery i the focus
of this evaluation. It is crucial to examine how the Pathway is operating in practice
and whether it is having a positive outcome for children and young people in the

secure estate.
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3. Research Questions and M ethodology

This chapter sets out the research questions and describes the methods employed

to answer these.

3.1 Research Q uestions
The primary research questions were:

Q1. How has the Pathway (as applies to young people in this case) been implemented
by:
local authorities (homelessnessandc hi | drends services
YOTs

1

1

1 secure establishments

1 other relevant stakeholders (including from the third sector).
. W

Q2. What have the initial impacts of these changes been on:
1 local authorities (homelessnessandc hi | drends servi ces
1 YOTs
1 secure establishments

1 other relevant stakeholders (including from the third sector).

Q3. What initial impacts have there been on young people leaving the secure estate?

In essence, the project is concerned with establishing:

1 how local authorities, YOTSs, secure establishments and other stakeholders have
operationalised the processes set out in the Pathway and what challenges they
have faced (including the extent to which the above agencies work together to

produce a Oholisticbdb or joined upd service

1 how this differs from previous arrangements and what effect it has had on

stakeholders

1 the experiences of the young people who come into contact with the new processes
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their lives including education, training and employment

examples of good practice and areas for improvement.

In order to answer these questions, we used the following methods:
semi-structured interviews with national and local stakeholders (n=65)
online survey of stakeholders (n=41)

semi-structured interviews with young people (n=8)

case studies of two young people including interviewing six stakeholders relevant to
their case

focus group with senior stakeholders (n=9).

The following sections will explain these methods in more detail. Fieldwork was
conducted between August 2018 and April 2019. The National Research Committee
and the Faculty Ethics Committee at the University of South Wales provided

approval for the research project prior to fieldwork starting.

Interviews with National and Local Stakeholders

We asked stakeholders to be interviewed on a face-to-face basis. However, some
participants preferred to be interviewed on the telephone, to which we agreed in
order to maximise the response rate and to optimise the use of research resources.
We also asked stakeholders to be interviewed on a one-to-one basis, although
some organisations asked for two interviewees to be present per interview, their
rationale being that it should enable fuller responses, rather than to check the

responses being given by junior staff.

Each interview lasted around45minut es. Wi th the stakehol
interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. A coding manual was developed

with which to analyse the transcripts.
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3.2.1 Selection and recruitment

The research specification listed a wide variety of individual and institutional
stakeholders as potential interviewees. We consulted Welsh Government to identify
the most suitable interviewees in each organisation, broadly aiming to select senior
managers with a high level of knowledge, experience and/or decision-making
powers in the area. The eventual sample is shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Interview sample for national stakeholder interviews

Interviewees Target sample in Eventual

bid sample
Welsh Government policy officials 2 1
HMPPS in Wales?? 2
G480 2
YJB Cymru 3 3
Youth Custody Service 3 2
Her Majestyods I nspector 1
Her Majestyods I nspector 1
Community Rehabilitation Company 1
Homelessness and Supporting People Network 1
All-Wales Headsof Chi | dr en 6 GrouB e r 1
Association of Directors of Social Services 1
Cymru
Third sector strategic stakeholders 10 7
Total national interviewees 22 19

10 Senior managers were interviewed from Parc and Werrington YOIs and from Hillside SCH as part of the local
stakeholder interviews.
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In the case of the local stakeholder interviews, we purposively selected five YOTs
(along with the five corresponding local authorities in which the YOTs were
geographically based). The selection was made based on range of characteristics,
including:

location in a variety of regions,
areas which are predominantly urban or rural in character,

areas with high or low numbers of young people who are serving custodial
sentences,

areas with young people serving custodial sentences in Parc YOI, Werrington YOI
and Hillside STC and

areas with high or low numbers of young people in unsuitable accommodation upon
release/end of sentence (this was the closest that we could get to establishing
homeless or at risk of homelessness approaching release).

Parc YOI and Hillside SCH were selected by Welsh Government as they are the
only two secure establishments based in Wales. Werrington YOI (located in Stoke-
on-Trent) was also selected by Welsh Government as, after Parc YOI, it has the
highest number of young people in custody with a YOT based in Wales, as shown
in Table 2.4 in the previous chapter. Having considered the range of characteristics
above, these areas were selected:

Cardiff YOT/Cardiff Council

Cwm Taf YOT / Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Council
Conwy Denbighshire YOT/Denbighshire Council

Western Bay YOT/ Swansea Council

Newport YOT/Newport City Council

In each of these areas we attempted to interview seven people:
YOT manager or operational manager

YOT caseworker

local authority head of housing options

local authority housing options officer

local authority head of c h i | dserdces s

local authoritychi | dr e n 6 staffenemberi c e s

third sector organisation representative

In the case of the latter category of interviewee, we asked the local authority to
identify the most appropriate third sector organisation to approach. This included a
consideration of which organisation was doing most work with young offenders with
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3.2.2

3.3

housing issues. Stakeholders were emailed a request to be interviewed, along with
an information sheet.

To preserve the anonymity of the national stakeholders when citing them in this
report, the quote identifiers are numbered as NS1 (National Stakeholder 1) to NS19
(National Stakeholder 19). The larger number of local stakeholders meant that we
could provide some further details in the quote identifiers to denote their profession
while maintaining anonymity. Thus, the following identifiers are used for the local
stakeholders:

LSH: Local stakeholders from local authority housing departments (n=9)
LSCS: Local stakeholdersfromc hi | dr en &s=113 er vi ce s
LSYOT: Local stakeholders from YOTs (n=9)

LSSE: Local stakeholders from the secure estate (n=8)

LSTS: Local stakeholders from third sector organisations (n=6).

Interview schedules
The interviews were semi-structured. Topics were drawn mainly from the research
specification, the evidence review and the Welsh Government® priority areas.
Interview schedules included core sections, where the questions were put to all
interviewees, as well as supplementary sections that varied according to the
sector/role of the person being interviewed. A key ai m was to obt ai
experiences and assessments of the overall impact of the legislative changes, both
on their own organisation and on outcomes for young people, in order to gain an in
depth understanding of the challenges they have faced and how they have tried to

overcome them. The interview schedule can be found in Annex 2.

Interviews with Young People

Obtaining views from young people is key to understanding the support provided
and the appropriateness and sustainability of accommodation sourced as a result.
We did not propose a reconviction study because the minimum cohort size required
by Justice Data Lab is 60. Most young people were interviewed face-to-face to
enable the research team to gain an in-depth understanding of the impact in
practice of the legislative changes on those in need of housing support. Two were

interviewed over the telephone. With the face-to-face interviews, a peer researcher
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3.3.1

accompanied a professional researcher from Shelter Cymru as discussed in section
3.3.1.

We agreed also with secure establishments that a member of staff would sit outside
the interview room or be on hand if any problems arose or if the young person
wanted support from someone they knew. The interview in the community took
place in local supported accommodation. The use of financial incentives to

encourage attendance at interviews is not supported by Welsh Government.

Interviews lasted around 45 minutes and were audio-recorded and transcribed with
theinte r v i e peenessian. The young people were given pseudonyms in the
transcripts and in this report and recordings deleted once transcribed, to protect

their identities.

Use of peer researchers

These interviews were conducted by a professional researcher from Shelter Cymru
and a peer researcher (a person with personal experience of homelessness, with no
criminal record). Involving peer researchers not only increases the chances of
potential participants agreeing to be interviewed but empowers the peer
researchers by providing them with an opportunity to voice their views and support
others with similar experiences. It has been argued that the approach also
addresses the power imbalances between the researcher and participant, which in
turn can reduce bias and improve the quality and accuracy of data collected. This is
particularly relevant when interviewing people who are vulnerable and may have
had negative experiences with people or organisations perceived to be in a position
of authority. Peers can use their experiences and expertise, which is informed by
these life experiences, to enhance research projects and improve the quality of the
data (Aldridge 2012). All young people in this study were happy for the peer

researcher to be present.
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3.3.2 Selection, recruitment and informed consent

The Pathway provides support for children and young people with housing needs at
four key points: (a) pre-custody, (b) reception, (c) resettlement and (d) release. We,
therefore, attempted to interview young people in custody, to gain their views on the
earlier points of support in the Pathway, and after release.

We were asked to interview young people aged 16 and 17! years, who were: (1) in
custody and defined as still having a housing issue during the run-up to release; or
(2) were within two months of having being released from Hillside STC, Parc YOI or
Werrington YOI *? and who were resettling in an area covered by a Welsh YOT
(including people who lived elsewhere before, but planned to move to Wales).
There were 32 young people, attached to a Welsh YOT, in custody in 2018 (Youth
Justice Board, 2019a). We were aware that a smaller number of these young
people experience housing issues and, potentially, an even smaller number would
agree to and/or attend an interview.Consequentl y, rather than
among relevant young people, we aimed to interview everyone available who met
the criteria and was willing to take part (stopping if and when we reached the targets

of 10 in custody and 10 in the community).

However, owing to the low number of eligible young people identified in the course
of the project, we expanded the criteria to young people who had had any
experience of the Pathway and had resettled within an area covered by a Welsh
YOT, i.e. they did not need to have been released from Hillside STC, Parc YOI or

Werrington YOI. Hence, the final eligibility criteria were young people:

9 aged 16 and 17, or 18 years old if®Bstill be

"The samples may include some those over 18 who are sti
cases where they reach 18 with only a short time remaining on their sentence or licence, in order to avoid the
disruption to their support that might be caused by transferring them to adult services for this short period).

12 Although Werrington is in England, it deals with most young offenders from North Wales.

13 Usually in cases where they reach 18 with only a short time remaining on their sentence or licence, in order
to avoid the disruption to their support that might be caused by transferring them to adult services for this short
period.
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1 who are either:

{1 in custody and defined as still having a housing issue during the run-up to release4,

or
1 been released since December 2015 (launch date of the Pathway)

1 who are resettling within an area covered by a Welsh YOT (including people who
lived elsewhere before, but plan to move to Wales), and

1 within the data collection period 1 July to 31 December 2018.

While all five YOTs agreed to participate, four reported that they had no young
people on their caseload who met the expanded criteria. Hence, all other Welsh
YOTs were contacted asking if they were working with any eligible young people.
We did arrange an interview with one young person in the Gwynedd and Ynys Mon
YOT area but they did not attend the interview. We did not receive responses from
other YOTs. Hence, despite considerable effort, we were able to interview only one
young person outside custody (see Table 3.2). Consequently, to supplement the
young people interviews, a case study approach in relation to two young people

was adopted as described below in section 3.4.

14 Run up to release to be interpreted broadly, to include all those who have had a housing issue at any time
since sentencing. This is appropriate given the Pathway includes pre-custody and reception stages. This
housing issue may subsequently have been resolved.

39



Table 3.2: Interview sample for young people interviews

Guide sample
size for
interviews 1°

Interviews completed

Young people
interviewed 1°

No show/
withdrawal/loss of
contact with young
person

Hillside STC 1 1 2
Parc YOI 7 5 2
Werrington 1 1 0
Total 10 9 7 4
Cardiff YOT Not currently working with
any YP fulfilling our
widened criteria. Letter
sent to 6 YPs with whom
they have worked in the
past. No response
received.
Cwm Taf YOT Not currently working with
any YP fulfilling our
widened criteria
Conwy Not currently working with
Denbighshire any YP fulfilling our
YOT widened criteria
Gwynedd and 0 0 1
Western Bay 1 1 0
Newport YOT Not currently working with
any YP fulfilling our
widened criteria.
Total
community 10 1 1 1
TOTAL
YOUNG
PEOPLE 20 10 8 5
BYRat her thanlesdatenmobgamepl|l evant young peopl e, we

who meets the criteria and is willing to take part.

16 Some young people have been interviewed twice, either to obtain more detail or in custody and then in the

community.
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3.3.3

Parental consent was not sought. Some of the young people were looked after.
More importantly, although differences of opinion remain, a consensus is emerging
about the need to let young people speak for themselves, subject to appropriate
safeguards (Williams, 2006). The research adopted the youth affirmative outlook,
premised on enabling and championing the autonomy and agency of young people
(Pickles, 2019). Hence, a carefully constructed, bilingual information sheet was
discussed with the young people by their key workers prior to the interview and
again by the interviewer at the beginning of the interview. This approach was

approved by the Faculty Ethics Committee at the University of South Wales.

Interview schedule

As with the stakeholder interviews, the interview schedule for young people was
semi-structured, with an emphasis on gaining an in-depth understanding of how well
the new legislation has worked for them. Many of the questions covered similar
topics to those discussed with stakeholders, although there was naturally a much
greater focus on their individual experiences rather than on operational or strategic
issues. They were also questioned about the broader impact on their lives of any

services they had received (or not received).

The questions were developed in consultation with our peer researchers, who
advised on the best ways of engaging the interviewees and encouraging them to

talk openly and at length about their needs and experiences. Topics included:
what help did you get, if any, while in custody to prevent you becoming homeless?
did you take part in any mediation to prevent this? With what result?

at what point did you know where you would be living after release? How much

were you involved in this decision?

what did you think of the first placement you had after leaving custody? (If said to be

inappropriate) what impact did this have on your life?

(for those transitioning to adult services) how has this gone? What effect has it had

on you?

what could anyone have done better to meet your needs?

41



The interview schedule can be found in Annex 2: Research Instruments.

3.3.4 Support available for research participants

When interviewing vulnerable people, particularly young people who have been
involved with the justice system, it sometimes happens that talking about their
problems triggers an extreme emotional or stressful response and a consequent
need for support. Sometimes they reveal a major need for services they are not
receiving. Occasionally, too, they reveal that there may be a disclosure of matters
involving serious risk of harm to them or others. We had in place clear protocols for
interviewers and recommended actions ranging from simple signposting to
appropriate sources of help to immediate referral to YOT or other professional staff
who were able to take appropriate action to support them and/or deal with the risks

effectively

3.4 Case Studies of Young People

To obtain a more detailed picture of young peopled6 s j ourneys from cus
housing under the Pathway or otherwise, case studies were completed of two

young people. For one young person interviewed in custody, interviews were

conducted with their resettlement worker and the YOT worker, and for a second

interviewed in the community, we conducted a focus group with four key

stakeholders working with the young person i a YOT caseworker, a YOT support

worker, a social services personal advisor and a social worker. The topic guide can

be found in Annex 2: Research Instruments.

3.5 Online Survey of Stakeholders

In order to maximise coverage of the stakeholder population across Wales and to
give us the broadest possible understanding of the impact of the legislative
changes, in addition to the individual interviews in five areas, we conducted a
national online survey of stakeholders. Some groups of stakeholders are more

likely to give feedback online than face-to-face (Pierpoint 2005). In addition to the
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anonymity provided by an online survey, interviews can be very difficult to organise
with certain stakeholders (e.g. caseworkers) owing to the busy and unpredictable
nature of their work. For such groups, it can be easier for them to provide feedback
online and they are often willing to do so at their convenience.

The online survey took place after the individual interviews. Hence, while the online
guestionnaire covered many of the same top
also gave the opportunity to explore and clarify some the issues raised in qualitative

interviews.

3.5.1 Selection and Recruitment

Gatekeepers in the following organisations/networks were asked, on a number of
occasions, to distribute the link to the questionnaire to anyone who has either a
strategic or an operational role, however small, in assisting young ex-offenders with
housing needs. These included umbrella organisations/networks, but some smaller
third sector organisations were contacted directly to try to increase the response
rate. All local authorities, YOTs and secure establishments were contacted directly

too.
1. All-WalesHeadsofChi | dr end6Grouer vi ces
2. Care Inspectorate Wales
3. Cymorth Cymru
4. Hillside STC
5. Parc YOI
6. Werrington YOI
7. Homelessness and Supporting People Network
8. Welsh Government
9. Welsh local authorities
10. Welsh YOTs

11. YOT managers Cymru/Hwb Doeth
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12. Three third sector organisations

All umbrella organisations replied agreeing to distribute the link, on more than one
occasion. This, along with contacting local authorities, YOTs and some third sector
organisations directly, resulted in 41 responses. It is obviously difficult to estimate
the number of respondents who potentially could have responded to the survey and,
hence, the response rate and representativeness of the sample. Of course,
responses to an online questionnaire distributed in this fashion will not constitute a
fully representative sample of all relevant stakeholders, but the results add usefully

to the overall picture gleaned from individual interviews.

3.5.2 Questionnaire

The questionnaire comprised 24 questions, mainly closed questions (about 80 per
cent). It made use of drop-down options, tick boxes, and questionnaire completion
scroll bars i all of which have been shown to improve response rates (Pierpoint

2005). The questionnaire can be found in Annex 2: Research Instruments.

3.5.3 Data analysis

Univariate statistics were produced to give a picture of current arrangements and

views of the stakeholder community. Wher e survey respondentso
comments are cited in this report, the following quote identifiers are used: OSS1

(Online Survey Stakeholder 1) to OSS41 (Online Survey Stakeholder 41).

3.6 Focus Group of Senior Stakeholders

After completing the interviews and initial analysis, a focus group of nine senior
stakeholders from youth justice, the secure estate, third sector and local

government was conducted. The purpose of this was to:

1 feedback the main findings and recommendations to participants, and for them to

disseminate learning back to their organisations and networks

1 clarify points where conflicting information had been provided
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confirm or raise questions about the validity of findings

explore what can be done about the findings/recommendations.

The topic guide can be found in Annex 2: Research Instruments. The focus group
lasted 120mnut es and was audio recorded and
permission. The transcript was analysed by comparing its content against the
existing research findings. As with the national stakeholders interviewed above, only
generic quote identifiers were used when citing these stakeholders in this report as
otherwise they would be too easily identifiable. They were numbered where

possible (for example SS1 (Senior Stakeholder 1) to SS9 (Senior Stakeholder 9))

or, otherwise noted as simply SS.
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4.1

4. Findin gs

= == =2 =4 4 -2

The findings from the interviews, online survey and focus group of stakeholders,
and from the interviews and case studies of young people, are presented alongside
one another in this chapter. Where applicable, they are discussed in relation to: (1)
the issues raised in the resettlement literature presented in the evidence review in
Chapter 2; and (2) the findings from the evaluation of the adult Pathway (Madoc-
Jones et al, 2018).

This chapter is organised according to the major themes that emerged from the

research:

understanding of the Pathway

operationalisation of the various stages of the Pathway and the challenges involved
availabilityof 6 s ui t a kupporded acocothmodation

engagement with young people

relationship between partners, ownership of the duty and multi-agency structures

impact of the pathway, good practice and areas for improvement.

To demonstrate that the evidence presented in this chapter is representative of the
full sample, we have accompanied each quotation/interview extract with an

anonymous quote identifier to denote the individual who made the claim.

Understanding of the Pathway

Apart from those who had been involved in its development, most national
stakeholders had only general or vague knowledge of the contents of the Pathway.
Most local stakeholders stated that they had some understanding of what the
Pathway involves, although the level of understanding varied with some able to
provide a general overview, and a smaller number describing more specific details.
Several local and national stakeholders were much more familiar with the adult

Pathway.
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41.1

Awareness of the Pathway

Of the 19 national stakeholders interviewed, four had been directly involved in the

creation of the Pathway, so knew a lot about it. Aside from those involved in its

creation, only two had a good knowledge. Ten admitted they knew relatively little

about it beyond a general understanding that it was aimed at improving the

coordination of housing resettlement services to young people leaving custody. For
example, when asked about their understanding of the Pathway, one national
stakehol der said: 01 @NB818) dowevenibshositibeon t hi s
emphasised that the responsibilities of several of the sample were concerned

mainly with adults, and most of these had a fair knowledge of the adult pathway. In
addition, two were from national (England and Wales) organisations and did not

profess knowledge of Welsh policy.

Typically,localst akehol der sé understandi ngbraleas cou:
however, what was also apparent was that different local authorities have

developed their own processes for responding to youth homelessness and/or
resettlement and these | ocal processes wer
Therefore,insomecase s, when stakehol ders spoke abou
not talking about the National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children,

Young People and Adults in the Secure Estate, but rather the pathway(s) that had

been developed in their own area. For example, one stakeholder described the

6Young Peopleds Positive Pathwayodé (LSCS11)
Personbs Gat ewa@hdi |(der.egn 0 sitcBsibeBeds)referedto their

own o6policiesd, Opl ans b6 eocetothe @Gateland&yp@dort whi ¢
Pathway:

® €] we work to the Sbeng/Asct andSoarrutimate driveisgs nd We
we need to be working with a young person to identify what's right for them, and

that's how we've always worked. To some extent,really i t 6s about brin
two bits together. There probably are similarities [between the two Pathways], but

that's our main drive.6(LSCS4)
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4.1.2

4.1.3

A small number of local stakeholders stated that they had not heard of the Pathway
until they were asked to participate in this research. The research had prompted
them to read about the Pathway in preparation, but some only learned about the
details of the Pathway during the interview itself. However, upon learning about the
Pathway, these stakeholders recognised that they were, indeed, following it to a

large extent.

Promotion of the Pathway

In the senior stakeholder focus group, stakeholders could recall some promotion of
the Pathway, but that it had formed a smaller component of the promotion of the
Care and Support Pathway. It was felt that this could explain the limited awareness
of the Pathway in some cases, and participants agreed that there was a case for
further promotion through, for example, the distribution of a two-page summary
through national structures (e.g. YOT Managers Cymru) and management boards,

but also frontline stakeholders. As one focus group participant explained:

@ think one of the reasons why a level of awareness might be low relates to how
we |l | i'tds been pr muladyttethe people og theuground whe |,
need to operate it [ € $o whether enough was done at the start, and whether it
was done widely enough at the start | think might be an issue that you might want

to think about or revisité(Focus group, SS7).

Several local stakeholders also recommended greater awareness raising of the
Pathway by Welsh Government as well as a more proactive approach by managers

to pass this information down to frontline workers.

Applicability of the Pathway

As well as the limited promotion work, the lack of awareness was also explained by
the limited applicability of the Pathway. In other words, there are very few young

people receiving custodial sentences who have a housing need in Wales. Local
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4.1.4

authority (housing) stakeholders and third sector accommodation providers had less

experience (although not necessarily less understanding) of the Pathway than

criminal justiceandc hi | dr e n Gstakelsolelersy i c e s
6f I 6m being really honest, I didowdt know
effective that is, and how quickly they

do know is that one of the things that

area. So from [the local authority] perspective, just looking at some of the data,

the numbers are very, very low in terms of having a housing referral at that stage.

But without wunderstanding that, dLSH3anot

A lack of housing referrals primarily seemed to reflect the very small number of
young people in custody, and the even smaller proportion of these young people
who are in housing need. This partly appeared to be a consequence of greater
efforts to divert young people from entering custody; this is discussed further in
section 4.2.1. Thus, it is likely that some of the lack of familiarity with the Pathway
can be explained by the fact that many stakeholders had had no first-hand

experience of putting it into practice.

This was supported by local stakeholders who stated that they had more familiarity
with the adult Pathway because the adult custodial population is greater and adults
do not have the extra layer of social services support that young people have; thus,
adults are more likely to require a referral to the housing department. As noted

above, several national stakeholders interviewed were also much more familiar with
the adult Pathway, and many of their responses referred to the latter rather than the

under-18s, with interviewers frequently having to steer them back to the subject.

Usefulness of the Pathway

Local stakeholders were asked if they felt that the Pathway is important and/or
necessary, and many agreed that it is. The main reasons provided were that they
thought that the Pathway is important for helping to address youth homelessness

and to create a more joined up approach between different agencies. A small
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number of local stakeholders claimed that not much had changed since the

Pathway came into effect. Two argued that the Pathway is simply a document of

what was already happening in practice, while another argued that the bigger

problem that the Pathway cannot address is a lack of resourcing for support

services and accommodation: dNot a lot [has changed] to be honest. | think people

do what i s i n t heshowhane lanyaay and that ig jastigbod

practice. It feels like that Pathway is just writing down what people do anyway©6

(LSYOT6);6 dondét think so, simply because | do

or procedure or gui daunceseavailabldoLRCS1lp n i ssue o

On the other hand, several criminal justice stakeholders explained that the Pathway,
and its embedded legislation, was a useful document because it had helped them to
challenge housing departments and social workers who, they believed, were not
complying with it:

dt just gives them [staff] a little bit of confidence when they're challenging as well
because obviously when they get...I mean it's not the individuals who are
resistant but obviously the process is sometimes. So when [the local authority
housing department] say sorry, we haven't got anything just as yet, they quote
things from that and it gives them a little bit more strength within the argument,
no, according to this pathway you have to find...it gives them a little bit more of a
legal push if you like.6(LSSE3)

Among the national stakeholders interviewed, there was a degree of cynicism about
initiatives such as the Pathway; with a few saying that fine words are all very well,
but what is needed are significant increases in resources and the availability of
supported housing. There were general concerns about shrinking resources and, in
particular, supported accommodation services closing down. These views are

illustrated by the following quotes:

donestly and bluntly, | think the single biggest thing that would make a

difference to us would be to actually have some additional staff [ é No pathway
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strategies, baubles or shiny projects6(NS18); & suppose the concern is you can

[have] whichever pathway you want, but it purely comes down to provision and if
thereds a | ack of beds you can havoeal any p
authorities are not able to provide it6(NS14); What a pat hway doesnbod

actually create accommodation6(NS18).

4.2 Operationalisation of the Pathway

The Pathway provides support for children and young people with housing needs at
four key points: (a) pre-custody, (b) reception, (c) resettlement and (d) release. We,
therefore, attempted to gain their views on how the Pathway is operationalised at
these stages. Most views, understandably, came from local stakeholders. Young

people also shared their experiences of the Pathway.

421  Pre-custody

During the pre-custody stage, YOTs produce a pre-sentence report indicating the
chil d/ young persondés: | suppomrgeds; and whether on; ho
they are looked after. Most of the views shared by local stakeholders on the pre-

custody stage concerned the purpose and sharing of the pre-sentence report.
Diversion

Local stakeholders noted that one of the primary goals at this stage is to divert the
young person from receiving a custodial sentence. One YOT stakeholder explained

the significance of housing in this process:

® €] having appr opr i ahedifféncace s b pregserteace | d ma k e
report of someone going to custody or not
whose mum had gone on holiday, thought they'd left them with someone who

was going to be taking a bit of responsibility and as such, and he was basically

out on the street selling drugs, continuing. When he was arrested and no

responsible appropriate adult could be identified, then obviously my interpretation

of why the court remanded him was under welfare circumstances rather than one

of O h eadangsraus drolific offender, we have to remove him from
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circulation6é. So that's a good indicator
home and it was a suitable place to be and this, that or the other, that decision
may well have been different.6(LSYOT5)

All local stakeholders with some knowledge of the pre-custody stage stated that

housing need is identified in pre-sentence reports as the Pathway advocates.

Indeed, it was explained that as soon as a young person comes to the attention of

YOT, an AssetPlus assessment is completed which was described by one
stakeholderasa@ o mpr ehensi ve assessment of a youn
needs6(LSYOT6). The AssetPlus assessment is then used to inform the pre-

sentence report. Importantly, stakeholders explained that the purpose of the pre-

sentence report is not only to assess the offending behaviours but also to identify

risks to the young person and provide a holistic picture of their circumstances,

including their housing situation. One stakeholder described the pre-sentence report

as @ map of the young persond(LSSEL1). In general, it appeared that YOT

stakeholders prioritised diverting young people from custody or, where this was not

possi bl e, planning f-eleasessuppoot.urhigworgleegamasn 6 s p o

sSoon as a young person came to their attention:

@ e actually link in to quite a large percent now before they even set foot in the
buil ding because wedre involved in the ref
panel |, |l 6d | ook aantd ptohtee nftiiraslt rtehfienrg all Gm | 0 c

looking at their exit plan being like.6(LSSE?2)
Sharing of pre-sentence reports

Accordingtoc hi | dr e n arsthe$oeal stakelokler interviews, the YOT do not

always share pre-sentence reportswithc hi | d r e n §with shaingweirge s

described as dit and miss6(LSCS4). Wherec hi | dr endhadssear vi ce s
information about housing need, it had onl
circumstances without making any recommendations as to what form of housing

would be most suitable. One explanation for this is that the timescale for completing

a pre-sentence report was relatively short (one local stakeholder claimed that they

have three weeks to write the report) which could compromise the information that

went into it.
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An alternative explanation is thattheroleofc hi | d r e n Opse-cistedy differs e s
depending on the circumstances of the young person. Local stakeholders argued

that, in most cases, young people referred to a YOT were already known to

chi | dr e n 06.9Dnessakeholder exglained that if a young person had been in

Looked After Care (LAC) prior to being referred to a YOT, then the YOT would send

the social worker the pre-sentence report. They would also be involved if the young

person was identified as having any support needs. For those who were not

previously known and who had no apparent supportneeds,c hi | dr ends ser vi
would become involved once a young person had been remanded or sentenced to

custody, thus they would not necessarily see the pre-sentence report.

It is important to note, however, that the claims of housing information not being
included in pre-sentence reports or there being no recommendations about the
most appropriate housing solution for a young person appeared to be the exception
rather than the norm. Most local stakeholders felt that the pre-sentence report was
effective at capturing housing need and recommendations were made in the report

about the most appropriate housing solution.

In addition to a YOT completing a pre-sentence report,c hi | dr ends servi ce
compl eted a O0care and support pland for yo
health or support needs. Contrary to claims that YOTs did not always share pre-

sentence reports, it appeared that information in these reports was incorporated by

the social worker when writing the care and support plan:

&hen we write our care and support plans, we would include any views of the
Youth Offending Service. We would put any actions that they are completing within
the plan. We would include any direct work that they're completing around

offending behaviour within the plan.6(LSCS9)

Likewise, the care and support plan would feed into the pre-sentence report. Most
local stakeholders agreed that care and support needs are identified during pre-

custody, along with housing needs. Furthermore, in the senior stakeholder focus

53



group, several participants questioned the appropriateness of YOTs sharing a pre-
sentence report as it is a court document with a specific function of assisting

sentencing:

&@anlaskwhyc hi | dr e n dwant & pFersgntecce report? | t 6 s a d o c u me
for the court to determine the outcome. 1 t 6s a sentencing deci si
c hi | dr e n afghe shiédhadihad smne sort of history of involvement,

particularly around accommodation needs as a looked after child,c hi | dr end s
services would be one of the sources that would feed into the report. But the

sharing of that information I O0m really no
for the court, not for general or wider distribution. | would imagine in the process

of information gathering, youbdd certainly
accommodation status was, whether there were any difficulties, and whether they

were flagging any difficulties for the future if you like.6(Focus group, SS7)

Finally, while YOTsandc hi | dr e n dwere theedominarmt agencies involved in
the pre-custody stage of the Pathway, one third sector stakeholder explained that if
a young person had been homeless prior to their involvement with the criminal
justice system, that third sector agency would also support the young person pre-

custody (and beyond):

é €] where we would have involvement i n th
have criminal justice involvement but they've also, historically, recently

historically, suffered homelessness, needing to be accommodated. So our

support provision sometimes will be running alongside their involvement with

Youth Offending Services orwithc hi | dr e n 6 Ehat,d would say; ie jsined

up. We've seen some really good examples of three, four-way partnership based

joined up approaches in terms of a young person's need and stuff and often that

involving offending behaviour.6(LSTS2)

The same stakeholder (along with others) noted that the pre-sentence report

contains details about the feasibility and appropriateness of a young person
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returning to the family home. They noted that for young people who have been
homeless prior to custody, a return to the family home would be unlikely and,
therefore, they would work on the assumption that the young person would return to
supported accommodation upon release.

In sum, the dominant view was that the pre-sentence reports are useful and shared
appropriately. However, accordingtoc hi | dr e n §¥OTsde novaways share
pre-sentence reports withc hi | d r e n 0 Ehat saayrinvthe semisr stakeholder

focus group, several participants questioned the appropriateness of YOTs sharing
pre-sentence reports, as they represent a court document with a specific function of

assisting sentencing. However, it presumably could be usefulforc hi | dr ends s e
when they only become involved once a young person had been remanded or

sentenced to custody and, therefore, have not seen the pre-sentence report

previously.
4.2.2 Reception

The reception stage is defined as the first ten days in custody as the Pathway
stipulates that a joint planning meeting be held within the first ten days between the
YOT caseworker, secure estate staff, young person and any other relevant
stakeholder. The purpose of this meeting is to identify care and support needs that
should be met while the young person is in custody but the Pathway also highlights
that accommodation upon release should also be discussed. Upon having this
meeting, the YOT caseworker prepares a sentencing plan, which should be
reviewed monthly while the young person is in custody. If the young person has
received a sentence of less than 66 days, then the reception and resettlement

stages are carried out in parallel.
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Table 4.1: When in most cases does planning for release start?

At sentencing 3
Within 10 days of reception into custody 12
66 days before release 9
Upon release 4
After release 1
Don't know 8
Other 4

Source: Stakeholder survey, total N= 41

There was an overall sense that planning for release did begin early in the process,
among stakeholders interviewed and in the survey (as shown in Table 4.1), and was
viewed as having critical importance for ensuring the best possible long-term
outcomes for young people post-release, although short sentences and changing
housing needs were identified as challenges. However, the main concern is that

most young people did not feel involved in the process.
Challenges of short sentences and changing housing needs

As would be expected from the type of work conducted at this phase of the
Pathway, YOT local stakeholders (which included caseworkers and secure estate
staff) were the group who had the most knowledge and experience of this stage,
whileafewc hi | dr e n 6stakelsollersvaisacchadssome limited contributions to
make. In line with the Pathway, most local stakeholders agreed that housing need is
discussed during the reception meeting, included in the sentencing plan and that

this process is effective.

Despite evidence that resettlement planning begins as early as possible, including
discussions during reception, some noted that short sentences created a challenge

for this:
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@Again, that would be depending on the length of sentence. So, if you get a six-
month DTO [Detention Training Order] and you're only going to do three
[months], it could be a very pressing concern. We would then, with whatever
Immediacy we can, be looking at that as an end possibility. We've got an issue

here. Mum and dad have said, fsorry, we're not taking them back.®(LSYOT5)

An additional chall enge was the acknowl edg
need could change as the sentence progressed, placing restrictions on the

effectiveness of housing discussions during reception. This issue was discussed

typically in reference to young people returning to their family home and family

circumstances or attitudes changing. However, despite local stakeholders providing

examples of cases in which changes had occurred, it was generally believed that

these cases were rare. Most young people would return to the family home upon

release and it was unusual for this to change as the sentence progressed.

Engaging with young people at reception

Some young people could recall meeting with their YOT worker at this time to
discuss housing issues, as shown by this extract of an interview with a young

person referred to as Brian (a pseudonym):

dnterviewer: Back to Cardiff? So when you first arrived in Parc, did anybody

speak to you about where you lived and your housing situation?
Brian: | had a meeting with my YOT worker.

Interviewer They spoke about it then, did they?

Brian: Yes, | don't know.

Interviewer: So that was your YOT worker and that was once you had come in

here or was it before you came in?
Brian: Once | came in here.
Interviewer: What sort of questions did they ask you about your housing?

Brian: Where I'm going to live.
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Interviewer: Did they ask you where you wanted to live?

Brian: | can't live with my mum.

Interviewer: You can't live with your mum?

Brian: No, because of her boyfriend.

Interviewer: So what did you tell them when they were asking these questions?

Brian: | can live with my aunty, sleeping on sofas. | don't really want to sleep on

sofas when I'm out. | want my own bedroom.6

For two young people, this was the only meeting of this type that they could recall.

Here is an extract of a further interview:

dnterviewer: Who have you met to discuss your housing situation with in here?

lan: Ava and Ed [pseudonyms]

Interviewer: Wh o &d?

lan:l dondét know his sur name. He wor ks with

Interviewer 1: How many meetings and discussions have you had about your

housing? Have you had a | ot, orée
lan: Just one at the moment | come in,
Interviewer: Who spoke to you?

lan: My YOT worker.0

Other young people could not recall any meetings and one said that they would like

monthly meetings:

dnterviewer: So you havendt had any meetingseor

going to live on your release?

Harry: No [ é Maybe they should just sit down with me once a month and say,

fdo you stildl want to go back to mumds, dc
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this, do you want that?0T hey dondt . Evergymdendbhgt bl ka
where |I'"m going, they dono6t talk about ho
|l 6m doing on the wing, what reghoma | ' m on

things really.o

In contrast, local stakeholders believed that young people were able and willing to
discuss housing and post-release plans during reception, although with recognition
that it depended on the individual. One stakeholder explained their approach to
engaging a young person in conversation during reception was to ask them what is
important to them. This approach was argued to be effective because it focused on
what was a priority for the young person, but it could mean that accommodation

was not necessarily discussed:

@ won't say to them fright, accommodation, let's start with number one. You tell
me what's important to you becauseq as | said, | was like that when | was
younger. Accommodation didn't matter. If | was homeless and | slept here or
there or wherever, | wasn't really that bothered. To me, what was a much more
pressing priority was substance misuse because that was the key, that was the
trigger that was sending me on the path that | was on. Until that was addressed,
it wouldn't have mattered if they put me up at the Hilton, | would have stolen all
the hotel furniture or whatever. So, again, it's that matter of prioritisation.6
(LSYOT5)

Some stakeholders in secure establishments mentioned the importance of
developing good rapport with young people as this was viewed as a sign of
successful communication, information sharing and being supportive. However,
occasionally a young person would be perceived as unwilling to engage which could
create difficulties in implementing housing and support measures. One stakeholder
indicated that it might be useful for the Pathway to provide some guidance on what
can be done in these situations. We will return to the issue of engaging with young

people below under section 4.5.
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4.2.3 Resettlement

A relatively new duty for local authorities under the Housing (Wales) Act, 2014,

s.66,ist o take Oreasonabl e stepsd. Sity-sipdagsvent /r
before release, young people enter the resettlement stage and if a housing need

still exists, a referral is made to the appropriate local authority. If the local authority

accepts a duty under the Act, the authority then has a duty to prevent or relieve the

chil d/ young persondés homel essness.

66 day milestone

Despite resettlement o6o0officiall yo6lodlegi nnin
stakeholders indicated that resettlement does, or at least should, start from

reception:

d'here's emphasis on 66 days here. When a young person is within 66 days of
release, they enter into the resettlement stage. From my point of view, the
resettlement stage should start as soon as they go in.6(LSYOT?2)

However, many local stakeholders argued that it was unrealistic to expect local
authoritesorc hi | dr e n dissecsire aceomroelaion for a young person so
far in advance of their release although it was still helpful to be notified of

someoneds housing need:

dhe biggest issue | have is the 66 days.
us to keep a bed open for 66 days for a vy
happen. A young person will be found accommodationinati mel vy way, but
going to be honest, it will be seven days. It will happen. What | like about the 66

days is that the Youth Offending Service
person and we can start looking at it. But we cannot secure a bed for 66 days.6

(LSCS®6)

As mentioned, the Pathway stipulates that 66 days prior to release, the YOT
caseworker makes a referral to the local authority housing department if a housing

need still exists for a young person. In addition to the mixed evidence concerning
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whether these referrals were made, there were also mixed views on whether they
were made in a timely manner. Chi | dr e n 6 and ¥Q@Trstakeholdess stated

that referrals were made on time according to the Pathway:

@&o i f we got t o stlhyath gvoe ntth o sl ed dc conowe rosua t i
do a joint visit with the Youth Offending worker to that family while that young

person is in [name of establishment] or wherever. Then, if it was looking like they

wer e homel eosuss,i nlgd dk nl cewttheshrel@asd datd.o(LHESG)

However, housing stakeholders stated that there are still cases in which they only
become aware of a young person facing homelessness on the day that they are
released. Again, there was an indication that sometimes ¢ h i | giserdcesdmight
not be involved with a young person in custody despite them being legally owed a
social services duty. Furthermore, there was evidence that YOT caseworkers might

not always be making housing referrals for young people:

&hat tends to happen in [a local authority] is that, if a young person goes into

the secure estate and they haveac hi | d r e n Grsolveneent with theng so

thatc hi | dr en o6hsavseeravidcuetsy t o them, then they
let us know that the youngper sono6s comi ngc hoiultdr eSrod 9 t sdesr w
social worker team that will let us know. If a young person is not under a

chil dr enddsutsyer wiecewonodét know theydve gone
date they're coming out, or whether they're goingt o be homel ess; we
that information. So | think that should be coming from the offender management,

but that hasndédt been something that we ge
i nformation, but we dondét get amenthi ng co

information.@LSH1)

One consistent finding across all local stakeholder groups, and confirmed in the
senior stakeholder focus group, was the agreement that it was not easy to reserve a
room in supported accommodation for a young person for a long period of time.
Some stakeholders claimed this had happened for young people serving much

shorter sentences although there was wide variation in the time periods specified.
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Chi | dr e n 6 and ¥QTrstakeholdess indicated it was sometimes possible to

keep a placement open for as long as six months, whereas local authority (housing)
and third sector stakeholders indicated that even holding a place for as long as four
weeks was usually not possible. This means that an address may not be confirmed

until very close to release. As one stakeholder in the survey explained:

& ould not be confident in saying that planning starts at the 66 days point, my
impression is that it& closer to release. Although there is a difference between
planning and getting confirmation of an address, which is often very close to,
release. Sentencing planning paperwork should include a section on
accommodation need so that it is always addressed at meetings and actions
and decisions can be identified and tracked.6(OSS1)

There was mixed evidence concerning the consistency and timeliness with which
housing referrals were made to the local authority; this reflects the finding made in
relation to the adult Pathway (Madoc-Jones et al, 2018) and is discussed in more

detail in section 4.6.1.

OReasonabl e stepsbo

When housing referrals are made, the local authority can consider a range of
0reasonable stepsé6 to prevent or relieve a
release. All local stakeholders interviewed from housing explained that reasonable

steps are tailored to the individual and their circumstances; indeed, it was argued

that young people being released from the secure estate were treated in the same

person-centred manner as any young person in housing need.

According to the local and national stakeholders interviewed, mediation and the use

of supported accommodati on were t helocahai n 0
authoritesf or young people in custody. The oth
commonly mentioned by national stakeholders were grants, loans or guaranteed

payments, and advocacy. However, answers to this were in many cases quite

vague. Several also had to be prompted by being asked whether specific steps
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were being taken: @ think that paying off rent arrears definitely happens [ é [Jthink
hel p with depos(N813 Thistimdiagtwashasqrefectedidthe
stakeholder survey findings (see Table 4.2). Also worthy of note is that B&B was the
fifth most frequently selected answer in the survey, despite the Pathway deeming
B&B accommodation unsuitable for children/young people unless it is a last resort
(Welsh Government, 2015a; 2016). The point is considered in more depth in section

4.3.2 below.
Table 4.2: Which are the most frequently used 'reasonable steps'/prevent ion and
relief activities? Please select up to 3 activities.
Accommodation - Supported accommodation 29
Accommodation - Return to the family home 18
Mediation 15
Accommodation - Taken into/returned to care 10
Accommodation - B&B 9
Information and advice 9
Support in managing debt, mortgage arrears or rent arrears 7
Don't know 7
Accommodation - Privately rented accommodation 5
Advocacy or other representation 5
Guarantees to landlords/lenders that payments will be made 4
Other 2
Payments by way of a grant or loan 2
Security measures for applicants at risk of abuse, e.g. provision of sanctuary scheme
or help to access injunctions 1
Support to close down a tenancy if appropriate 0

Source: Stakeholder survey, total N= 41, multiple responses permitted
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Mediation

As mentioned, mediation and the use of supported accommodation were the main
O0r eas on a lconsidered by lpcal @uthorities for young people in custody.
Returning to the family home was the most common situation for young people and
was the first option considered by the YOT caseworkerandc hi | dr ends ser vi
when planning for release. Where there was a problematic family relationship,
mediation was sometimes used during reception and resettlement with the aim of
facilitating a smooth return to the family home. The use of mediation was the
clearest example of a resettlement practice that sometimes began prior to the
formal commencement of the resettlement stage (i.e. earlier than 66 days before
release). Some national stakeholders confirmed this:

®When shown a list of reasonable steps] The one that jumped out at me straight

away was mediation[ él] t hi nk it 6 s alocdl autharitids,tfor posi ti o
housing in particular, that even i f the h
young person would be better off in a sec

mediation first because if they can get mum to agree to take the child back,
problem solved6(NS14).

Some stakeholders noted that a barrier to mediation was if the young person had
younger siblings living in the family home. In this situation, the safeguarding of the
younger children was prioritised, meaning that if the young person was deemed to
pose a risk to the younger children, they would not be allowed to return home. In
this respect, mediation was viewed as irrelevant as it would not assist with the

young per geeasé accommosidtion.

However, evidence from other stakeholders indicated that mediation would still be a

valuable intervention even if the goal was not to return to the family home. This

discussionar ose when di scussing the lacadathaiy oOr e a
(housing) stakeholders. Some pointed out that mediation can be used to prevent
homelessness as well as to facilitate a return to the family home. Additionally, one

stakeholder argued that mediation to improve family relationships was important for
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supporting a young person to live in alternative accommodation (e.g. in supported

accommodation or their own flat).

Mediation was only one practice used by YOTsandc hi | dr e n Otsengager vi ce s
families in resettlement. Multiple examples were provided about the importance of
inviting parents to reception and follow-up meetings, being in constant

communication with parents to maintain the family connection, assisting parents to
travel to secure establishments to visit their children, doing home visits to check the
suitability of returning home, and working with parents to support them in dealing
with their c¢hil d.dhiswdrkvith fansilied continoes pbostualease r s
when the young person was back in the community. This is encouraging given that

the resettlement literature argues that partners should involve the family to ensure

that there remains a network of support once statutory and voluntary support is
withdrawn (Bateman et al, 2013). That said, not all young people would want to
participate in mediation. One young interviewee explained that he would not have

wanted mediation:

dnterviewer: Where someone sits down with youand mumandy ou go t o é

almost a little bit like counselling, and try and work things out.
Adam: No, | just do all that **** on my own.
Interviewer: Youdi dndét want to do that?

Adam: No.6

Supported accommodation

Alongwithme di at i o n ,reasomable stepbh estrofted considered by local
authorities for young people in custody was reported to be the use of supported
accommodation. It was felt that the very nature of being under 18 meant it was
unlikely that a young person had the skills to live independently, and the added
vulnerability of being in custody increased the likelihood of these young people
having complex needs. Therefore, in the absence of returning to the family home or
LAC, supported accommodation was viewed as the most suitable form of
accommodation. One local authority (housing) stakeholder explained that if a young

person was living independently prior to custody (which was unlikely) and had
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received a short sentence, the local authority would try to work with the landlord to
keep the accommodation open. Another explained that they might provide financial
assistance to a family to support that family in accommodating a young person:

&o, for example, we've had somebody who was in education and he was getting
EMA [Education Maintenance Allowance] so that was £30 per week that he was
getting but his mum also had five other children and was struggling financially so
she was taking it off him. So they were arguing all the time. So it got to the point
where she told him to leave and he came to us. For the sake of £30 per week,
we gave mum £30 and said he needs to keep his EMA because he's going to
college.6(LSH8)

The main challenge here is the lack of availability of supported accommodation,
considered in section 4.3 below.

Sentencing plan reviews

The Pathway stipulates that the sentencing plan should be reviewed on a monthly
basis. Most stakeholders agreed that sentencing plans are reviewed. However,
there was evidence that these meetings were not taking place as frequently as
every month. One chil d r e n 6 s stakeholder stated that meetings took place
every six weeks, while one secure estate stakeholder stated that they were every

three months:

&o the national standards that we adhere to says that the sentence planning

meetings have to take place every three months. So the YOT come in every three

months to review the sentence-planningj our ney. [ é] I f someone
need who's playing up, fighting, assaulting, not engaging in education, absconding

previously, refusing to return back, we wouldn't hold them every three months, we

would hold them far more regularly because we need to be addressing what's going

on for that child.6(LSSE?3)
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Another secure estate stakeholder claimed that the frequency of sentence plan
reviews depended on the length of sentence; those on long sentences would have
their plans reviewed every three months, but those on remand or on short

sentences would have their plans reviewed each month. Several YOT stakeholders
stated that three-monthly reviews was in adherence withthe Y J B@&@msat i on al
st a n d a&wod/euig.people could recall having monthly meetings:

dnterviewer: Who have you met with to have these discussions?

Jamie: My YOT worker and social worker.

Interviewer:So t heydve come i ntiPo speak to you ¢
Jamie: Yeah.

Interviewer- How many meetings or chats do you ¢t

altogether?

Jamie:Onea month since | 6ve been here, | 6ve L
Interviewer: How many meetings and discussions have you had about your

housing?

Jamie: é is like once a month, they discussed housing with me.6

4.2.4 Release
Seven day deadline

As discussed, the main housing option considered by YOTsandc hi | dr ends sel
while working with young people in custody was a return to the family home; in

these cases, the local authority (housing) was not always involved. If this was not

possible, then the expectation was that, unless a young person was returning to

LAC (which was not very common among 16-17 year olds), the main housing option

for young people was supported accommodation. Thus, unless otherwise specified,

when stakeholders spoke of accommodation post-release, they were referring to

supported accommodation.
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The Pathway stipulates that accommodation for a young person should be secured

at least seven days before release meaning the young person should have at least

a weekO0s notice as to where they will Tive
whether this seven-day deadline was always met. There were two primary reasons

for the deadline notbeingmet: ( 1) a young persondés family
at the last minute (e.g. the family changed their mind about allowing the young

person to return home); and/or (2) the lack of suitable supported accommodation

made it difficult to find a placement. As mentioned previously, substantial work was
undertaken with families during the resettlement period to ensure a smooth

transition into the family home upon release and, therefore, stakeholders explained

that it was rare for a family to change their mind so close to a release date.

However, if accommodation did break down at the last minute, it often resulted in

key stakeholders frantically trying to put something else in place:

¢ é] there was a young person whothisk due t o
accommodation was provisionally in place but that fell through [ €& ¢ne of the

admin team just sent me an email saying t
he might not get a release address until
with because, f or me, thatodés really unstettl ing
create a smooth, seamless transition into the community, aiding his resettlement

and then thereds all the uncertainty arou
emailed them this morning asking for a response and asking for it to be

escalated, and | want, | really stressed, prior to his release date rather than not

finding out until the dayd (LSSE4)

Again, the lack of suitable supported accommodation, was a problem that all

stakeholders recognised as a significant barrier to successful resettlement:

When there are problems it does seem to c
couple of examples in [local authority] where it does come down to the wire.

Webve had them be two deaeys elde famrde tthtad Yo&v &
they havendét been able to identid&y a pl ac
(LSYOT®6)
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Furthermore, one local stakeholder from the secure estate explained that the 7-day
deadline should be a Owor st-releasese scenari ob
accommodation should be secured approximately one month prior to release for the
necessary checks to be carried out. Indeed, it emerged that there is a mismatch

between the timeline specified in the Pathway and youth justice processes.

Although a housing referral can be made 66 days prior to release, due to the

difficulties in reserving a room for a long period of time, often a place is not

confirmed until one or two weeks prior to release. This, then, only leaves a very

short period of time for YOTsandc hi | dr e n Gtemakeeaeafewrdlscoeneder

support services and education/employment placements for the young person. It

al so has implications for a young personos

@ think for us, when we were consulted at the time, obviously there's the Youth
Justice Board national standards for managing end-to-end case management.
Within the guidance, you can refer in as a priority need at the 66-day point
prior to release, which gives you a reasonably healthy amount of time, but the
local authority only has to confirm accommodation at the final planning
meeting, which can be ten to seven days prior to release. Within YJB national
standards, there is a presumption that accommodation will be nailed down at
the four-week point, sothatwecanmak e sur e t hat all the ot
instance, education, training, employment opportunities, registering with a
local GP, putting in mentoring, allowing the YOT to be ready and available, all
of that support mechanism that we might put round the child can be in place.
In my view, seven days is not long enough, because you're talking about a lot
of different agencies all getting a collective response around one child, seven
days isnoét O6ILSBBESY) enough.

Stakeholders were asked a series of questions in the interviews about the
processes for the day of release depending on whether a young person was
returning to the family home or whether they were being released into supported
accommodation, LAC, or if they were released with nowhere to go. Every

stakeholder conclusively argued that a young person would never be allowed to end
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4.3

up sofa surfing or rough sleeping. Some stakeholders provided accounts of a young
person being released with no accommodation in place. However, rather than
leaving the young person to find their own accommodation (which they legally were
not allowed to do), stakeholders described a process of frantic phone calls and
negotiations in order to find emergency accommodation for the young person.
During this time, the young person would be taken either to the housing office or to
thec hi | dr e n Goffice soavaitwhile @sommodation was found.

Conversely, in the stakeholder survey, 10 out of 40 respondents (data missing in 1
case) stated that they were aware of cases when a young person released was
from the secure estate with no accommodation. Two main categories of reasons
were given. The first category related to communication problems being reported
between the partners and insufficient time and information provided for a solution to
be found, as demonstrated in this quote: dhey were released from the secure
estate with no notification and presented to the housing solutions team on day of
release6(0SS2).

The second category of explanations given, related to the nature of offending, risk
and needs of the young person in question which meant that the supported
accommodation and social landlords approached were not willing to house him (this

theme is returned to in section 4.3.4).

Availability of &uitable 6Accommodation

Accommodation is considered important for resettlement and desistance (Scottish
Government, 2015). Given that transitioning from custody back into the community
can lead to feeling overwhelmed, anxious and isolated (Hampson, 2016; Visher,
2007), if this is accompanied by the possibility of homelessness or inappropriate
accommodation, it follows that the risk of reoffending is high (Bateman et al, 2013).
Hence, it is important for the most appropriate accommodation to be provided, as
well as to ensure that young people are clear and happy about their future
destination. There is debate in the literature over the most appropriate form of

accommodation for young people.
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431 6Suitabled accommodati on and its | ack of a

In this project, as mentioned, in the absence of returning to the family home or LAC,
supported accommodation was viewed as the most suitable housing solution for a
young person leaving the secure estate. This is due to young people being unlikely
to cope with living independently and those in the secure estate being highly

vulnerable and having a range of complex needs:

@ hey were calling it the thickening of the soup at that time, because numbers
were reduced in coming through to the youth justice system because of our
prevention strategies, so less young people coming through the court. What was
left was, and is, a cohort of young people who present with very complex needs.6
(LSYOT2)

As explained above, the lack of (and continuing reductions in) suitable supported
accommodation, however, was a finding that all stakeholders recognised as a
significant barrier to successful resettlement. The focus group participants agreed

with this finding:

@Another issue also is that some people were saying that the right type of service

and accommoda t i on | u s tThai semme @ftthe thaodicrlifestyles and the

chall enging behaviour people have, some o
no-one who can deal withitreally. 1 6 ve had a few peopl e who

was just too difficult.6(Focus group, SS9)

The other challenge related to the suitability of the supported accommodation. The

focus group also reflected on the nature of suitable accommodation:

® éwe are | ooking at trauma i nformed pract
thatperson and give them two hours of trauma

got to go into a trauma informed context [ é Where all of the workers who are
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supporting them are aware of ACEs or trauma informed practice. These young

people are the most difficult at times to manage, for various reasons, you need

very skilled staff, you need the right type of accommodation.| t 6 s not i dea
them in accommodation with a lot of other people with very similarissues.1 t 6 s a
long-terms i t uat i o nckwin sitdason [n @ [ithinkjthis is the big challenge
really.1 t 6s having the stock, having it avai

having the right type of accommodation in the right place, because sometimes

accommodation projects are way out of the nearestto wn and t hey canot

bus, t h[e§gTharesare®d many issues around routine, having the

discipline, the drive, being frightened. Because no young person will say, do you
know what I 6dm actually too frightened, |
this. They wonodot say t hat , -ingdbigyt Oriwhateyery st s ay,

because | dBmdt weahkhknowobehind t hat actual

frightened.6(Focus group, SS5)

These complexities pose significant challenges for accommodation providers and
there was a majority view that, although this is a small group, these young people
require intensive wraparound support to accompany their accommodation, as a

local stakeholder pointed out:

dtds a bit | ike saying, thelstent theyneedaee a r O
house. It aindt as simple as that, ther
wor k around. We come back to the fact tha
ment al heal th, thereds substance ndysuse

can go into a house and they calnélptab/s trhats

going to happen.d(LSH3)

The senior stakeholders in the focus group also reflected on the view that

accommodation should emulate family life:

@ think that probably the most successful accommodation is that accommodation
that does try and emulate aspects of family life, because everyone wants to

belong somewhere [ é ¢an think of accommodation projects where there was
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4.3.2

24/7, at least two members of staff on, some are there overnight, small unit.
Christmas dinner you cook together, there
doing all of the Easter. Any type of interest, cross-religious stuff, that would be
done, and | think itdés t he[ &lftvhaeryd vjeo wcromey
from a really difficult background for whatever reason and they do get some sort

of stability in there, a really good accommodation project where they're able to

celebrate key things, they take part in maybe cooking a Christmas dinner or

making the pancakes, because they might not know how to make a pancake.

These sort of things, how to use a washi
better placed when they go on to have their own families because they will

actually be able to make a contributio n, and i -teldngourhely really i n g
what youbdbve got to have vyouremesul.o(kocus as we

group, SS8)

The focus group struggled with the question of from where funding for further

placements could come. One suggested:

dtods either about -slriogbldgetsgor doingdsgnethisg or t op

di fferently with the funding to say, actu
therefore.. | n a sense it feels |ike youodre maki

notwhat | 6 m aBuwsomehndwi[réedt 6s | i ke Housing Fir:

the responsibility of a whole host of agencies, and therefore you all actually need
to put your hand in your pocket OfFoaus t hi s

group, SS)

Bed and Breakfast accom modation

Research has shown placing young people in B&Bs increases the risk of

reoffending and to the individuals (Her Maj estyds | nspectlorate
The Pathway does not deem B&B accommodation to be suitable for children/young

people unless it is a last resort (Welsh Government, 2015a; 2016). It was, however,

still being used at the time of data collection. This is demonstrated by the interviews

with stakeholders and the fact that it was the fifth most frequently selected answer
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when stakeholders in the online survey were asked about the most frequently used
reasonable steps (as shown in Table 4.2 above). Moreover, the suitability of B&B
was defended by some stakeholders.

As discussed above, most stakeholders agreed that it was rare for a young person
to not have any accommodation in place on their day of release and, as mentioned,
it was claimed by all interviewees that a young person would never be allowed to
sleep rough or sofa surf. However, local stakeholders in all but one local authority
explained that in emergency situations they may use B&B accommodation. All local
stakeholders acknowledged that B&B is not suitable for young people, however they
argued that when faced with a choice over a young person not having a roof over
their head on the day of release or B&B, then the use of B&B was justifiable:

df there was a young person that was being released from custody and we had a

housing referral, they were 16/17, we were aware they were coming out on a

certain day, we would provide accommodation for them somewhere. Hopefully it

would be securing a room in supported accommodation but if there was nothing

then theydd get a bed and breakfast somew

in supported accommodation.6(LSH6)

Three reasons were provided by stakeholders as to why B&B is an unsuitable
housing option for young people: (1) It is typically unsupported accommodation
meaning there is nobody to monitor or support the young person closely; (2) there
can be adults living in a B&B who might pull a young person back into offending
behaviour, substance use or increase their vulnerability in some other way; and (3)
the stakeholders do not always know who is living in a B&B which causes difficulties

for ensuring a young person is safe:

& suppose, with a B&B for example, theyor
of fenders, adult offenders or whatever, a
the perfect way of resettling the young people back into the communi t y [ é] I

dondt think B&B, just being |l eft alone in
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areas which theydére maybe familiar with,
with those in there and itdés not al ways t
(LSTS4)

However, everyone stated that if a young person was placed in a B&B, they would
be monitored as closely as possible and every effort would be made to move them
into more suitable accommodation as soon as possible. In one local authority,
several stakeholders explained that they often used a specific B&B to accommodate
young people because they had a close and positive working relationship with the
proprietor who diligently monitored and supported young people living there. This
demonstrates that there can be variability in the form that a B&B takes, with some

being more supportive and safer than others.

Another reason given to justify the use of B&B in some cases was that it was
preferable than being allocated supported accommodation that was far away from

their support networks:

é €] when we are saying, there's a placei
out to, because that's the only vacancy t
that [é] i f wedre being | ed dfficutthtnat young
because other agencies are saying to us,
a bed and breakfast, that's not appropri a
di fference is, itdés best for the young pe
down the road and facilitates t-terenioptionf ami |

as opposed to us saying, &le635 stick you

Hence, the continued use of B&B, as a last resort, is likely to reflect the shortages in

supported accommodation.

A number of the senior stakeholder participants in the focus group also pointed out

that there are differences in the quality of B&Bs and some provide superior care:
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dhereisone [ é Where the landlady is almost like a parent, so [a specific local

authority] have got one where they know that actually [ é &nd in fact they feel

they're doing a disservice to this landlady because they're using her as a B&B,

and actually sheds got [a friendly] servi
accommodation].6(Focus group, SS6)

&'es, because that's what you're describing actually is supported lodgings where
youdbve got the person onsite who actually
foster carers who have told young pgopl e

while they're in work. That to my mind is
want young people in their house. I f you'
think anyone could argue with that, becau

relationshi ps i sndét it , 6(F@cudgrouphIe8)' s di fferent.

What followed was a discussion of how high-quality B&B accommodation could be

brought into the fold of supported accommodation: ¢ éijt 6s | i ke, donét |
baby out with the bathwater complet el vy, al t hough in a sense
that type of B&B accommodation more into the fold of supported lodgings?6(Focus

group, SS6)

The senior stakeholders concluded that it is a possible but difficult task. The
proprietor needs to be willing to be contracted to undertake the additional tasks
associated with supported accommodation rather than complete them in line with
their choosing. Despite these justifications, in general, the consensus was that B&B
should not be used to accommodate young people, and is rarely used, but is
occasionally warranted when the alternative is having nowhere else to go. It was
also generally recognised that the use of B&B for young people has substantially

fallen in recent years.
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433 Ot her unsuitabled accommodati on

In addition to B&Bs, stakeholders explained that sometimes they had to use other

forms of accommodation that, while they were safe, were not the most suitable for
meeting a young personds needs. Exampl es o
accommodation for adults, family accommodation, or placement in larger hostels

(where it was felt that a young person would be better suited to smaller premises):

&Gometimes we have to place young peopleii f it 6s an emergency
havenodét been abintefami d yf aacciclointnmeotdea tiito n . I w
wasnot appropriate; the support they get

T not the best; the support they get would not be tailored to young people.
However, it would be safe, and they would have 24-hour staff covering the
service, and they would be there temporarily until accommodation became
available in the yoSMh) personbdés pat hway.

Finally, although the dominant view was that the partnerships betweenc hi | dr en s
services and YOTs were positive, there was some evidence of tensions between

the agenciesifc hi | d r e n GpRnneddorplade a yosng person in unsuitable
accommodation. One local stakeholder described that they often had to ®magband
@esistowhenc hi | dr e n ddsviseda planithat égolved B&B, with the

stakeholder describing the situation as wnacceptableéand taking credit for blocking

such plans (LSSE3). Anotherc hi | d r e n éstakelsokler eonfiomedsthis tension

and felt that they were sometimes viewed unfairly as the lack of suitable

accommodation was often out of their control:

® é] it somet iY@ktshifrekes st haast iwebr e somet i me
or not planning, whereas sometimes that is just out of our control, and that is

generally about a vacancy situation.6(LSCS5)
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4.3.4

This discussion of what constitutes suitable accommodation reflects the risk that if
the accommodation is not deemed appropriate by the young person themselves,
theywi 'l , as put by a senior stakehol der
unlikely that requiring a person to reside at the address would be a license
condition, as sentencers try to avoid conditions which can be easily breached. This
comment made by two respondents in the survey that, while occasionally, young
people were released with no accommodation, more often young people were
released into unsuitable accommodation and consequently ended up with nowhere
to go: dt has occasionally happened, however more likely to be released into
unsuitable accommodation, which can quickly breakdown and then may end up
sofa surfing etc6(OSS3).

Disadvantaged groups of young people

The local stakeholders identified two groups of young people who remain
particularly disadvantaged in the current system: (1) those who have been placed in

i n

establi shments far from their homes; and (

due to the nature of their offence and complex support needs. The first issue is the
product of a larger structural process of reducing the number of secure
establishments in Wales meaning Welsh young people may be placed in
establishments in England. Young people from north Wales are disproportionately
affected as the two secure establishments in Wales are situated in south Wales.
This means that those from north Wales are placed in a secure establishment either
in England or in south Wales. Although the broader approach of diverting young
people from custody has meant that this issue has decreased in scale, stakeholders
identified several drawbacks for young people of being in custody far away from
their hometowns. These included: difficulties in maintaining family connections;
difficulties in stakeholders visiting young people in custody; language and cultural
barriers; and support agencies being less familiar with eachothe r 6 s wor k.
connection was of significance given that returning to the family home upon release

was typically the most desirable housing option:
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6tdés not an issue now at this particular
I f they®rue plfaceodinty or wherever and f ami
could have a knock-on effect to accommodation. So we always argue about

keeping young people as close as possible, to keep that contact. gLSYOT4)

The second group of young people i thosedescr i bed as i ddrevielwedr i s k 6
as being highly difficult to accommodate. Stakeholders agreed that if a young

person had committed a sexual offence or arson, their housing options upon

release were extremely limited because most supported and temporary

accommodation providers would refuse to accommodate them due to safety

concerns:

dt's just housing. They're very reluctant to work with people who are high risk. It
is something that is being looked into at the moment but yes, it is a struggle trying
to get someone into supported housing who has got an offending background or
are high risk. A lot of providers would be reluctant to do an assessment before
the person is released because then they would carry a void until that person
came out.6(LSH9)

Accommodation providers were described as dgisk averseéand although many
stakeholders understood their reluctance to accommodate high-risk young people,
this caused frustration because it left them with very few options but an ongoing
duty to find somewhere for them to live. Further frustration was created due to
accommodation providers making these decisions based on narrow criteria, such as
a personbés of f eonsdeing impmvements the ybuagperson had
made while in custody. This was linked to the fact that most accommodation
providers and housing options staff did not meet with a young person face-to-face
while in custody but gained their knowledge through reading about them in
assessment documents. It was felt by some that face-to-face meetings may be
more effective in helping housing stakeholders to gain a fuller picture of the young

person:
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4.5

® €] obviously these children come with

you read maybe some information on the child, lots of placements are reluctant
to take them, and they dondt al ways
secure, and they're not always updated. It does become a bit of a barrier, so
sometimes you get children leaving [custody] and not knowing where they're
going to live maybe two or three days before.6(LSSEG)

In these cases, independent housing with an intense package of wraparound

support was often the only and, perhaps, the most appropriate solution:

® €] the accommodati on providers we
level of risk he presented because he was convicted of an arson offence as well
[ €] So thatds t ook quilocagauthority, bausing,f | i
ourselves, probation and trying to come up with quite a bespoke package of
support around him really. We got [fire safety] involved and we worked quite
closely with a provider who was most suitable to put in the biggest package we
could put around himé (LSYOT9)

Engagement with Young People

The resettlement literature emphasises the importance of engagement and
collaboration with users. Users should see the development of a plan as a
collaborative endeavour into which they have input into the services that they
receive and outcomes for which they are aiming (Malloch et al, 2013; Hart and
Thompson, 2009). Mason and Prior (2008) argue that the building of successful
relationships requires highly skilled practitioners able to: demonstrate empathy;
show respect; exhibit a commitment to social justice that recognises the social and
material hardship the young person may have endured; promote individual
responsibility for actions and behaviour; and involve the young person in planning

for their future.
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45.1

45.2

The sections abovehaved e al t wi t h vy o ucipaionpneecgptiore 0 s
meetings and monthly reviews. The interviews with young people also considered
their involvement with the completion of paperwork/forms and the extent to which
they were aware of their destination accommodation and whether they had had the

opportunity to visit it.

Paperwork/for ms

No young people could recall completing any paperwork/forms on this with anyone,
and all said they would like to see the forms completed about them, as shown in the

extract from this interview:

dnterviewer: You're going back to where you've come from anyway. So have you
or your caseworker or any other person filled out any forms relating to your

housing situation?
Gregor: No.

Interviewer: So you haven't seen any forms that have been written about you and

your housing?
Gregor: No.

Interviewer: If there are forms about you and your housing, would you have liked

to have been able to see them?

Gregor: Yes, because I'm in the middle of trying to get access.6

Keeping young people informed of destination accommodation

There are rare instances when young people are not informed of where they are
going to be accommodated prior to release. This is despite intense efforts by local,
key workers and senior staff, such as weekly meetings of heads of services,
thinking broadly about accommodation options including a caravan park. Most
often, young people are told but dt all seems to be last minuted This finding was

reflected on by the senior stakeholder focus group:
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6 6ve had examples fed back to me where th
homeless into my organisation, and the feedback from the young person is, well

they always knew that they were never going home and they always knew their
parents were never going to take them bac
go to their auntie or their uncle, but other people seem to think that would

happen. So the young person was always very anxious and worried because

they were absolutely clear that was never going to happen, and yet the people

wor king with them and around themtssee med

and so...6(Focus group, SS2)

Local stakeholders did agree that it was important that young people were kept

informed and empathised with what the young people must be feeling:

df you're going to then say to them, two, three, four, five days before, you're
going to be moving to the next town over or even miles and miles away but we
don't know who you're going to be living with, where the local bus stop is, that is
completely overwhelming for a child. They get very anxious. As we see from
their offending, if they're anxious, angry, upset, that is going to lead towards more
antisocial behaviour and absconding because they want to go back to where they
belong, even if they're returning to their local town, just a different area, that's
really nerve-racking for a child to have to go to live with new strangers or to
supported living for the first time, if they've never lived semi independently.6
(LSSE3)

45.3 Pre-release accommodation visits

None of the young people interviewed had had the chance to visit accommodation

but said they would have liked to visit it. Not only from knowing in advance where

they will be accommodated, but also having an opportunity to visit this
accommodation prior to release would incre
engagement in the process and allay anxieties. The senior stakeholder focus group

agreed that this never happened, although they did think it could be possible by, for

example, using ROTL with the individual g o0 v e r peomisia. At the moment this
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4.6

is rarely used and where it is used it is for young people returning to the family
home or who will be taking up employment upon release. However, they also
recognised that, with the tight time frames involved, where there are difficulties in
6 h o | dctomidiiation, arranging a pre-release accommodation visit would be

practically very difficult.

Overall, stakeholders were more positive about homelessness services than young
people were. Young people were roughly split in half in terms of being happy and
unhappy with their experience. One young person was very anxious that his release
date was approaching and said that he had not been able to speak to anyone about

his destination, despite his persistent requests.

The Relationship between Partners

It is argued in the resettlement literature that partnership working and co-ordination
is key to ensuring that young people have access to the services that they require
while in detention and after they are released (Youth Justice Board, 2006; 2010;
Carney and Bulttell, 2003; Hazel et al, 2010b). This argument is based on the fact
that individual partners will not be able to cater for the broad range of needs of

young people alone.

Among the national stakeholders, theroleofc hi | dr en bwasssemasvi c e s

critical, buts ome questioned the | atterds degree

working or their readiness to regard custody cases as high priority. However, two

national stakeholders argued that they sometimes acted as effective advocates with

housing.
We still get issues betweenc hi | dr e n 6 and usingvoptions B1 some
areas[ éMai nly itdéds to do with whods got

people, that seems to be the main issue [ € [|think that housing options teams
are better at finding good housing outcomes for 16 and 17 year olds mainly. If
you | ook at t BHNES7TB&B figuresé
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6 think itdéds a vital role. | do see them
ensure that a young person has their needs met. They are very good at that, thus
sometimes having challenging meetings with housing and ourselves6(NS3).

Chi | dr e n 6 sonsglered that theirgelationship was good with other partners,

as expressed in this view froma headofc hi | dr ends servi ces

&OTispartofc hi | dr e n 6fa me[eérPo thereleis how we continue to
manage and support young people through the YOT [ € Children who have

been in the secure estate almost inevitably have a degree of vulnerability that

would suggest they need wider servicesfromc hi | dr e n 6aad beyendthe c e s
YOT [ é e have a very good relationship with housing, which is really strongo
(NS18).

4.6.1 Ownership of the duty and the leading agency

As well as there being mixed evidence concerning timeliness with which housing
referrals were made to the local authority, there were also different understandings
of which agency was ultimately responsible, i.e. owned the duty to the young
person. Due to overlapping legislation, a 16-17 year old in custody is eligible to be
owed a duty by bothc hi | dr e n 6asd heusimgwptiane. sBlowever, the
circumstances that determine which duty is owed are complex and highly

dependent on the young person and the availability of accommodation.

There were inconsistencies i nclhitlakredoes) gles e
and housing work together. Several stakeholders arguedthatc hi | dr enbasee ser v
responsible for all young people in the Pathway (which is what the Pathway

stipulates) and, therefore, the role of housingistoassistc hi | dr endms ser vi c
securing accommodation. Giventhatc hi | d r e n écemnmsssan supporeed

lodgings and foster placements, a young person in custody may be placed there

upon release, or they may be placed in temporary or supported accommodation, or
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in independent living, facilitated by the local authority housing department. One
housing stakeholder indicated that there could be instances in which a housing
referral is not made becausec hi | d r e n dhave Beenraklle tc sowce
accommodation; yet it also appeared to be the expectation that there was a high
likelihood of a referral being made due to the accommodation and the need to try
and find the most suitable housing solution:

dhen [in custody] itdéds about collating th
appropriate referraltoc hi | dr e n dresadydoethatreleasessothatc hi | dr en 6
services can explore any particular accommodation options that they may have

for that individual [ €] Alternatively, th
appropriate with things like supported lodgings or referrals into supported

housing with risk assessments etc., being collated from any offender manager

whods going to be attached to that indivi
assessments to be undertaken whilst that individual is in custody for those

pathways, so that we are avoiding delays. A referral to us as the housing

provider, if that individual has demonstrated an ability to manage an independent
tenancy or where an accommodati on option
release, and therefore risk management plans, social services planning,

information should be shared with us so that we can work with both the allocated

youth offender officer and the social worker to agree what the best housing

accommodation is for that young person upon release6 (LSH5)

However, some stakeholders seemed to indicate thatc hi | dr e n éoslyhsadear vi c e
duty to accommodate those young people who had previously been in local

authority care:

Again for 16/ 17 year oobrdyoungpgersantodYOT a Yo ut h

young person we would also look at what their entittements are financially when

they | eave. S olocal authority eayedor 3 weeksdrom therage of

14 up to 16 then social services have got within the local authority of the YJB,
theydbve got a duty of care as well so ito
support. I f they havenotloctal hutharityitotgétthat )] ust w
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accommodation with them. Again this is suitable accommodation but that would
be more pulled in on the resettlement panels externally but it would be the local
authority who would be the main driver on that.6(LSSE1)

Yet other stakeholders explained that the decision over which agency owes a duty

A

can depend ontheyoungperson 6s own preferences. Given

young people, it was stated that often a young person no longer wants to have
social services involvement, in which case their preference is to be owed a housing

duty:

&@ome of the biggest challenges is that we have scenarios where the young
person doesndét really want support as
accommodation. So then we do refer the issue into housing, but actually housing

then candét find anything s uitmastdeeleast or

though we try our best to support that

young person to be homeobusigg8s [ E¢spaoansialit luia

challenge really for usis thathousingd on 6t seem t o have enoug

accommodation for prison leavers who are leaving the secure estate.6(LSCS4)

The fact that different agencies may be ultimately responsible was reflected in the
stakeholder survey results too (see Table 4.3), although, interestingly, the YOT was

most often designated as the leading agency.

Table 4.3: Which is the leading agency in practice?

YOT 18
Childrenos 8
Don't know 8
Other 3
Housing 2

Source: Stakeholder survey, total N=41
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Overall, there was a lack of clarity among stakeholders over which organisation was
ultimately responsible for a young offender with housing issues, and in relation to
different categories of young person e.g. whether they were on remand or in
custody, whether they had been looked after prior to entering custody, their age. As

a youth justice participant in the senior stakeholder focus group explained:

4t hink there are different responsibiliti
to be the responsibility of a single agen
| egi sl ative routes that could apply to yo
been a | ook after child or a 16 or 17 yea
accommodation difficulty for the first time. So | think the single ownership thing
for me is a bit problematic [ € ih terms of rolling it out then, ideally you want

everybody together to jointly own it.6(Focus group, SS7)

Added to this, local arrangements also varied between different local authority
areas. Different local social services have different thresholds of vulnerability and
treat a young pbecomedinvdved onnotsithesacial tsepvices
differently. However, the problem with joint ownership is there a risk that a young
person can end up unsupported. As pointed out by two senior stakeholders in the

focus group:

@what happens on the ground then is that

of care is you put that 16 yeaeeasedyour i n a

duty and then there is no support putinunderit. So youdbve actually
with your responsibility, and | think wha
absolutely that wunless iIitdéds proven that t
and ités not just because, again if 1tébés

with a very untenable experience as you knowd(Focus group, SS)

@ think the confusion comes from how social services are now set up under the
Social ServicesandWellbei ng Act | egi sl ati on, itds ve

people out of social services. | hear what youbre saying at
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who are vulnerabl e, t hat doesnot niecal e ssar

authority Social Services.0(Focus group, SS)

4.6.2 Multi-agency structures

Beyond Youth Custody (2017) refers to multi agency case reviews as an innovation
in youth resettlement. In some authorities, there are now single-points-of-entry
referral systems for housing which enables one team to have an overview of all
accommodation providers and their vacancies. In other local authorities, there are
multi-agency teams of social workers, drug workers, health advisors and housing
advisors located in the same building to create a support hub. Resettlement Panels
or Reintegration and Resettlement Partnerships are also in operation in some

areas.

There were mixed views on these Resettlement Panels. Generally, local
stakeholders were more likely to view them as more useful than national
stakeholders, particularly if there was a difficulty around a specific young person.

One stakeholder in the survey explained:

@A specific area] has a R&R Panel every 6 weeks 1 Resettlement and
Reintegration panel i YOT, education, housing, SS, health all sit together and
discuss any cases that may be in custody/at threat of custody or in very early

stages of offending 7 works very well.6(0SS4)

One housing stakeholder in the local stakeholder interviews described the evolution

of the Resettlement Panel in their area. Initially all cases of young people in the

secure estate were discussed at panel meetings, even if there were no problems.

The stakehol der explained that this felt |
cases are only discussed where a problem exists. This was viewed as a much more

effective approach. Another local stakeholder from the secure estate described the

value of Resettlement Panels as being effective for holding people to account:
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& suppose in terms of that hard-to-p | a ¢ e ¢ he résettlementtpanels thatthe
housing providers are sat at. I f 1t was m
di fficult case to place. You dono6t want h
him. What are we going to do here, because this child is coming out regardless of

who doesndét want him, how are we going to
going to find the appropriate placement?
are getting held to account for what they say. If you say you're going to give me

some housing, you're held to account for that now by this panel.6(LSSES5)

In contrast, according to the national stakeholders, resettlement panels have either
been discontinued or appeared to be limping along, badly attended, in several
areas. Quite a few interviewees also knew very little about them or their purpose. It
was also said that they were unsure to what extent they should be strategic and to
what extent operational while two respondents also saw them as creating a risk of

duplication.

NS13:60lve al ways had quite a negative view
Interviewer: Why?

NS13: Because | always felt that it was another process or another link put in the

chain that was being dealt with effective
Attendance at boards has been dire, | understand, across Wales6(NS14)

Formal multi-agency structures did not exist in all areas, although there was

sometimes an appetite for one. As explained by one national stakeholder:

& hat | think works really well, and this works in the adultestateand | 6 m cer t e
this would work well with young people, is a multi-agency case conference type
approach. So prior to somebody coming out all the agencies would get together
[ € That should be overseen by the offender manager  [bétRll the agencies

involved with that young person coming together round the tabled(NS4).
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4.7

While information sharing and partnership working was, overall, discussed positively
with recognition that significant improvements have been made, from the housing
st akehol de r esdurtlpeeimpsopeenent is needed in relation to the

consistency with which referrals are made and the timeliness of these.

Handover from the Youth to the Adult Pathway

Most stakeholders reported that they were unaware of a handover process. This
YOT interviewee, however, stated that significant improvements have taken place in
recent years to ensure a more supported transition, although the process could
perhaps benefit from further clarity in stating who should oversee this process:

@®ne of the big issues with the changes in probation at the moment is that, who

does that coordinating? Whodés the offende
throughfrom[ édnd for wus, 1 td6s therfOLasatmanaddr
working with, if there's a transition period, a young person is going into young

adulthood crossing the line to 18, then we would do that with a seconded

probation officer for instance. If we need to, if need suggests we should, then we

would remain the supervising officer with that young person for a good while

longer after the 18th birthday. So a transition would take place, not exactly on

18th birthday as it used to do years ago
probation, that's done now in a more much planned and efficient way so that
thereds hopefully a more positive outcome
taking place, but when the young person is ready. So joint working in that respect

is massively improved to what it used to be.6(LSYOT?2)

These improvements appear to have been made due to problems in the past in
which young people who were suddenly moved into adult facilities did so in an
unplanned manner which, for some, significantly increased their vulnerability. This
stakeholder did not know the details of how a transition in the Pathway would occur

but based on this quote, joint working appears to be crucial.
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Two survey respondents referred to the Youth to Adult transition pathway to
probation services and four further respondents referred to the YOT playing a
central role in the transition process. One of the former respondents also referred to

personal advisors remaining in place for care leavers.

Impact of the Pathway

Relatively few national stakeholders identified changes in practice that had come

about as a result of the Pathway. Some identified changes but were unsure if they

were the result of the Pathway or of other developments (e.g. the dramatic drop in

numbers in custody). As knowledge was limited about the pathway, interviewees

found it difficult to quantify changes resulting from it (and some said specifically that

changes could be attributed to other factors). Where interviewees could articulate

changes, those most commonly identified were improvements in communication

and joint working between agencies, more engagement from local authorities, and a

drop in the use of B&Bs. Very few changes in procedure were identified. Around a

third referred to improvements in communication/partnership/engagement from

other agencies, as demonstrated in the following quotes: dt has brought local

authorities to the table6(NS10); &Ve 6 ve al ways had a fairly go
our housing department [ dluherle @ shiinrkc rt ehaas edcs
communication6(NS3). The local stakeholders found it easier to discuss the impact

of the Pathway. Most local stakeholder interviewees highlighted the need to tackle

youth homelessness and reoffending, while others argued it was to streamline the

process for young people leaving the secure estate and being accommodated. This

was based on a recognition that criminal justice, social services and housing

processes were not always joined up and there was a greater need for a

coordinated multi-agency approach:

dy understanding is that there would be more of a multi-agency approach prior

to that individual 6s release from custody
was available to that individual, what was best suited to that individual, so that

information could be shared. That the individual was also aware upon release of

what needed to happen and, where possible, accommodation options could be
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identified prior to release i and appropriate support services attached to that
individual ready for release.6(LSH5)

Relatedly, several local stakeholders felt that the biggest benefit of the Pathway,
and the reason for its introduction, is that it sets out the responsibilities of different
agencies and, in turn, agencies can more effectively be held to account.

However, several stakeholders felt that the Pathway had not changed any aspect of
their practice because it simply captured what was already happening. Thus, these
stakeholders struggled to identify changes that the Pathway itself had caused.
There were also mixed views on whether there had been a shift towards more of a
Opr ofsloé mdrn gidp-e e 15 toappraach. Some said no, some said yes, some
did not know, and some said that there had been a problem-solving approach

previously.

Few stakeholders felt able to state with confidence that it had made a measurable

impact. The interviewer asked one national stakeholder: ®o we measure the hard
outcomes that webre required dtthnkthahwdlgust t he
come in when we report to Supporting People. | know they all do them differently,

donot OINE3 Pracise information to demonstrate the effectiveness of the

Pathway was lacking, though some national stakeholders had noticed an absence

or reduction in cases where concerns are raised about children leaving custody to
unsuitable accommodation. It was also noted that with so few cases, statistics were
unreliable. Third sector interviewees also made the point that huge amounts of work

with complex and difficult individuals, and important progress in terms of their self-

esteem and engagement with them, often went unrecorded.

4.8.1 Good practice

In addition to the positive impact on joint working identified above, stakeholder
survey respondents identified as examples of good practice: inviting new partners to

meetings; holding a temporary accommodation void open for a young person; and
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havinga dedi cated young personods t(sempable ary

4.4 below). One respondent went on to explain:

®A particular local authority] have a dedicated young p e r s bauging officer that

sits in with social services so information can be easily shared and we also hold a

monthly meeting with multi agencies, including Police, Probation, GDAS, Social

Landlords, Mental health and Council Housing officer so we can all look at each

custody case and best advice and work together.6(OSS5)

Table 4.4: Have you identified any good practice or innovation within or around the
Pathway of young people? (Multiple response)

Inviting partners to meetings they were not previously involved in 22
Holding a void in temporary accommodation for a short time in readiness for a young

person leaving the secure estate 16
A dedicated young personb6s temporary aq 15
Processes which link the young person with mental health support 13
The development of joint paperwork for sharing i to avoid duplication 8
No good practice or innovation 5
Changes to the allocation of cases system within a partner agency 3
Other 3

Source: Stakeholder survey, total N= 41, multiple responses permitted

4.8.2 Challenges and areas for improvement
Drawing on the sections above, the main challenges identified by the research

participants were:

1 there is a lack of awareness about the Pathway; most stakeholders had only a

vague or general understanding of it

1 there is some suggestion that housing referrals are still not always being made or

not made in a timely fashion
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there is some suggestion that housing options staff require more detailed
information about young people to inform their decisions than they receive (i.e.
YOT/c hi | dr e n 6ds nosnecessarilg gavide housing with full details of a

young personé6és situation when making a ref

there were concerns about supported housing services closing and that there is not
enough supported accommodation (and specifically not enough supported
accommodation willing to accommodate high risk young people)

high-risk offenders (arson and sexual offences) are very difficult to find
accommodation for because most accommodation providers will refuse to take

them

Welsh young people in English establishments suffer from problems around families
and support workers being able to visit them easily: but this is not an issue
specifically linked to the Pathway, it is part of a bigger problem of being placed in an

establishment far away from home

it is very difficult to hold a place O6openbod
person due for release, meaning that they do not always know where they will be

accommodated until a few days before release

some young people do not feel engaged, sufficiently involved in or informed about

the process

there were concerns about shrinking resources and the inadequate resourcing of

services in general

there is a perception that there is no standardised practice for young people turning
18.

Not many suggestions were made for additions or changes to the Pathway in the
interviews. Among those mentioned by national stakeholders were enabling YOTs
to make advance payments in order to hold beds for longer periods pre-release
(although it was recognised by others that this sometimes happens). The

suggestion to enable holding accommodation is demonstrated in this quote:
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Wedbve got a whole gamut of other chi
placements, nobody can hold voids, it costs money. T h a t @ Y®L could
step up if the planning is right. Housing are involved, that void could be covered
and paid for by the YOT a month maybe in advance6(NS16).

The respondents in the stakeholder survey were also asked about areas for
improvement. Reflecting the finding above that the lack of supported
accommodation is the greatest barrier to implementing the Pathway, the most called
for improvement was to increase the availability of supported accommodation, as
shown in Table 4.5. Stakeholder survey respondents also suggested that training on
the Pathway is required. This would be sensible in view of the findings above on the

limited awareness of the Pathway and confusion over ownership of the duty.

National stakeholders also recommended more multi-agency case conferences for
individual service users and basing advisors/advocates part-time in custody.
Similarly, Madoc-Jones et al (2018) recommended increasing capacity to deliver the

Pathway for adults through evolving joint working arrangements.

Respondents to the stakeholder survey also recommended a dedicated young
person's housing officer to oversee the implementation of the Pathway. As well as
having the appropriate partners in place, the resettlement literature also discusses

their co-ordination. Bateman et al (2013) suggest that, based on the literature, a

dr en

partnershipco-or di nati on (or O6ébrokeraged6é) model P

YOT should appoint a manager to champion resettlement and to act as the key
contact for partners. Bateman et al (2013) further point to employing resettlement
workers as partnership co-ordinators rather than caseworkers as an innovation in

youth resettlement.

Mirroring the finding that young people wish to be kept informed, stakeholder survey
respondents also advocated the development of a process to ensure that the young

person knows in advance where they will be accommodated. Again, the
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resettlement literature recommends involving the young person in planning for their

future (Malloch et al, 2013; Hart and Thompson, 2009; Mason and Prior, 2008).

In terms of clarifying the ownership of the duty, the senior focus group supported

the idea that a two-page summary of the Pathway should be produced, and that

there be further work to promote and increase awareness of the Pathway.

Table 4.5: Which improvements (if any) would you recommend to the Pathway for
young people and practice related to it? (Multiple response)

More supported accommodation availability 32
Sufficient supported accommodation that is accessible 24/7 30
Provide young person with emergency food for 24 hours after release 26
Process to ensure young person knows in advance where they will be accommodated | 26
Training on Pathway 25
Dedicated young person's housing officer to oversee Pathway 21
Involve housing in pre-custody and reception stages of Pathway 20
Tackle high rents in supported accommodation 20
Create a summary (simplified) version of the Pathway 16
Better communication between managers and frontline staff re. what 16
Create a specialist accommodation centre for young people 15
Improve access to/increase awareness of out of hours services 15
A clearer strategy is required for handover processes 14
Universal needs assessment and to be shared with third sector 14
Sharing office building between housingandc hi | dr enés services 7
Creating regional services to improve consistency and cope with a 6
Other 2
No improvements required/no recommendations 1

Source: Stakeholder survey, total N= 41, multiple responses permitted
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations

This final chapter summarises the key findings and sets out our recommendations.
While the evaluation collected the views from a large number of strategic,
managerial and frontline stakeholders, the sample of young people was small which
may generate concerns about the generalisability of their views. However, the small
number of interviews reflects the small size of the population of young people
released from custody with housing issues. Moreover, despite the limited
applicability of the Pathway, the population to which it relates is a group of
vulnerable young people with complex needs who are at risk of re-offending. It is,
therefore, important to give careful consideration to all findings and

recommendations.

Key Findings

1 There are low numbers of young people in the secure estate and even lower

numbers being released with housing issues in Wales.

1 The number of young people attached to a Welsh YOT, serving a custodial
sentence, is now just over a third of what it was in 2012 (Youth Justice
Board, 2019a). There were 32 young people in custody in 2018 compared
with 90 in 2012. Of these young people, only some will have a housing issue.

We were able to identify eight in our study.

1 Stakeholders in our study attributed these low numbers to proactive efforts
by those in youth justice to divert young people from custody. Therefore,
although the low numbers posed challenges for this study, overall it should

be interpreted positively.

1 There is limited awareness of the Pathway among stakeholders.

1 This s partly due to its limited applicability of the Pathway, given the low
number of young people being released from the secure with housing issues

in Wales.
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1 The greatest gap in understanding appears to be with which agency the duty lies
and the roles of childrends services and |

T Some stakehol ders argued that chil dreno
meeting the accommodation needs of all young people leaving custody,
others implied that they only have a duty for those who had looked after
status prior to custody, while others indicated there is discretion around
which agency holds the duty depending on the specific circumstances and

preferences of an individual young person.

1 Generally, the Pathway is being implemented as envisaged, although there are

some challenges and areas for improvement.

1 During pre-custody, most stakeholders agreed that housing, care and
support needs are identified and documented in the pre-sentence report.

1 YOTsdid notalways sharepre-s ent ence reports with <chi

there was uncertainty about whether it was appropriate for them to do so.

1 There was an overall consensus that planning for release began early in the

process, often from reception into custody.

1 Young people serving short sentences or whose housing needs changed
during custody posed challenges for stakeholders as they were working
within very short timescales to ensure appropriate accommodation was in

place for release.

1 Many local stakeholders argued that, for those in housing need, it was
unrealistic to expect accommodation to be secured 66 days prior to release,

although it was still useful to be notified of a young person in this situation.

1 YOTandchi |l drends services stakehol ders st
authority housing were always made on time, but housing stakeholders
claimed that there were still cases (albeit rare) in which they only became

aware of a young person in need on the day that they were released.
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1 Some young people did not feel that they were involved with or kept informed of
accommodation planning. None reported having been involved with or seeing any
paperwork completed about their accommodation situation, nor having visited
accommodation pre-release. A small number did not know where they were going

to be accommodated upon release.

1 Some senior stakeholders thought pre-releases could be introduced, possibly
using ROTL. However, they also recognised that the tight timeframes
invol ved, where there are difficulties i
below), arranging a pre-release accommodation visit would be practically

very difficult.

1 Young people who are placed in secure establishments far from their hometowns
oryoungpeop|l e who are deemed to be 6high ri sk
conviction or complexity of their needs are more disadvantaged than others with

regard to ensuring appropriate accommodation and support upon release.

1 Those located far from their hometowns suffer from difficulties in maintaining

family connections and stakeholders visiting them in the establishments.

T Young people deemed éhigh riskdéd often f
accessing supported accommodation, as providers are reluctant to

accommodate them.

T Supported accommodati on and mediati on wer ¢
stepsd considered by | ocal authority housi

people in custody threatened with homelessness.

1 The greatest barrier to the delivery of the Pathway is the lack of supported
accommodation and problems in keeping supported accommodation placements

open while awaiting a young personds rel ec

1 Although the Pathway stipulates that a young person should be notified of

where they will be accommodated at least 7 days prior to release, the
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T

difficulties in securing a place in supported accommodation means that this
deadline is not always met.

There is a mismatch between the 7-day deadline stipulated by the Pathway,
and youth justice processes which require accommodation to be secured
approximately one month prior to release so that there is sufficient time to
organise additional support, education/employment placements and to satisfy

licence conditions.

Although stakeholders unanimously agreed that a young person would never
be allowed to sofa surf or sleep rough upon release, occasionally young
people are released without suitable accommodation, or they move into
unsuitable accommodation which they quickly leave.

1 Bed and Breakfast (B&B) accommodation is still being used in some areas.

T

T

Not all stakeholders agree that it should not be used, with some citing

positive aspects.

This is in spite of the Pathway deeming B&B accommodation unsuitable
unless itis a last resort (Welsh Government, 2015a; 2016). Research has
shown B&B increases the risk of reoffending and the risks to young people
(Her Ma jlnspedtoyate ®f Probation, 2016).

However, the continued use of B&B seems to reflect the shortage of

supported accommodation, as it was often used as a last resort.

1 There is a need for more supported accommodation, specifically accommodation

that provides wrap-around, specialist support for these young people with complex

needs.

T

Some senior stakeholders mooted ideas of partners pooling budgets to fund
this, as well as bringing high-quality B&B accommodation into the fold of

supported accommodation.

1 The main impact of the Pathway was felt to be the development of closer

r el

ationships between partners and hel
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1 A small number of local stakeholders claimed that the main benefit of the
Pathway is as a tool for holding other partners to account if they are

perceived to not be fulfilling their obligations.

1 That said, some of the stakeholders who were familiar with the Pathway, or
who became familiar as a result of participating in the research, stated that

the Pathway simply set out what was already being done.

In terms of future implementation, it was felt that structures to support multi-agency
case reviews and a resettlement/housing broker would be useful developments.
Moreover, there is currently no system in place to measure and monitor the impact

of the Pathway.

5.2 Recommendations
5.2.1 Increase awareness of Pathway

1 Awareness needs to be raised at both managerial and frontline level across

all sectors.
1 A two-page summary of the Pathway should be produced.

T Al promotion and training should cl ari

relating to different categories of young people (i.e. where the duty lies).

1 Any promotion and training should consider how to best engage and
collaborate with young people. Madoc-Jones et al (2018) also recommended

training staff in principle of good offender motivation and engagement.

522 I ncrease availabil ity doatcomimogaion opri ated sup

5.2.3 Build on partnership working

9 Consider co-locating agencies or basing individual caseworkers in partner
agencies (e.g. a YOT worker in housing options or a housing officer in the
YOT).
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1 Create or support multi-agency structures for case reviews (in line with

resettlement literature i Beyond Youth Custody, 2017; Bateman et al, 2013).

5.2.4 Introduce a system of partnership co  -ordination

1 Given confusion over ownership of the duty/lack of lead agency, concerns
over timeliness of referral s and potential to I mprove
perception of engagement, pilot having a dedicated officer or
resettlement/housing broker to oversee the Pathway from start to finish (also
in line with resettlement literature i Beyond Youth Custody, 2017; Bateman
et al, 2013).

A

1 Monitor the timeliness of referrals (in line with Madoc-J ones et al 0s ( :
recommendation for the adult Pathway) in a way that is sympathetic to the

challenges created by the current timeframes.

525 I mprove young peoplesgagementamdcalgbdratiann o f

1 Involve young people in completion of paperwork/forms.
1 Always keep young people informed of destination accommodation.

1 Lobby for pre-release accommodation visits (possibly through ROTL).
Collaborative planning generally is also in line with the resettlement literature
(Malloch et al, 2013; Hart and Thompson, 2009; Mason and Prior, 2008).

5.2.6 Develop and promote a system for measuring and monitoring the impact of
the Pathway
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2015a)
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Accommodation Support at Pre-Custody Stage (Young People)

Young person enters criminal justice system

!

Young Person is convicted
1 |
! G ¥ - g
Young Person sentenced to Young Person sentenced to Young Person diverted from
custody community sentence custody
Pre-sentence report completed
I A 4 v
Forward ‘placement information’ to the Youth 1f housing need Identifled referral made to Local
Justice Board's placement service Authority
Young person’s length of sentence Yes
will result in less than 66 days in 1
custody (ie, DTO) No further
7 Local Authority accepts a duty under the Housing action at this
(Wales) Act 20147 = No time but details
No logged
L] ]
Yes Yes
If housing need identified, Referral
to be made as per process outlined ‘PREVENTION’ DUTY:
in Annex 5 or 6 : 5 :
To help to prevent and applicant from becoming
homeless (66)
Applicant is in a priority ] N
need category or the LHA p s th Outc_ome o_f duty: Is Succtess.‘pre-
suspects the applicant is in gl mests e Authority satisfied there samencng
a priority need category conditions for further is reasonable prospect |, accommodation is
support (e young [ No ™ accommodation will be esi i released or
person is homeless) or remain available for retained for
I I 6 months following occupation or
L] a release occupation on
Yes No Yes No release
Y,
Duty no_longer
INTERIM’ DUTY: ‘RELIEF’ DUTY: Spplles
Secure suitable To secure or help to
accommodation is secure the availability
available on release of accommodation (73) Outcome of duty: Is L Success:
(68) Authority satisfied there Yes =  applicant
is reasonable prospect housed.
accommodation will be
*Assessment could include, or remain availabl_e for
Social Services and 6 months following
Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014 release
and Mental Health (Wales) T
Measure 2010.
; No ‘FINAL’ DUTY:
Respon5|ble A 4 v Duty to secure
Organisation(s) Following inquiries, applicant is £ gtcotuniouationitio)
established as pricrity need and

unintentional homeless (subject = No

LA — Housing/AN Other - to local decisions on intentional
homelessness (5.78)) ‘
YOT . Duty no longer
47 applies
LA - Housing .
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Accommodation Support at Reception Stage (Young People)

Sentence Plan identifies Homelessness or threat of
homelessness identified

A 4

Is person due for release within 66 days?

No Yes

!

Does the young person meet

No the criteria for early referral to
a Local Authority (as set out
at paragraph 57)?
Yes
Local Authority accepts a duty under the Housing
No (Wales) Act 2014?
1
Yes

v

Keep under review in
case individual's
circumstances
change prior to
release.

-

‘PREVENTION’ and/or ‘RELIEF’ DUTY:
To help to prevent and applicant from becoming homeless (66)

and/or to secure or help to secure the availability of
accommodation (73)

No

retained for occupation on release

Responsible

Organisation(s)

Secure Estate/YOT
YOT

LA - Housing

Outcome: pre-sentencing accommodation is released or

. 48
O

*Assessment could include,
Social Services and
Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014
and Mental Health (Wales)
Measure 2010.
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Accommodation Support at Resettlement Stage (Young People)

eviewea everymant otemn
custody

" sertence panto

Sentence Plan identifies either homelessness or threat of
homelessness

!

Is young person due for release within 66 days and
housing need identified?

No further action at
this time but details

Local Authority accepts a duty under the Housing
(Wales) Act 20147

Yes Yes

logged and release =
date noted.

‘PREVENTION’ DUTY: ‘RELIEF’ DUTY:
To help to prevent and To secure or help to
applicant from becoming secure the availability
homeless (66) of accommodation (73)

Qutcome of duty: Is
authority satisfied there
is reasonable prospect
accommodation will be

Outcome of duty: Is
authority satisfied there
is reasonable prospect

accommodation:will be or remain available for 6
or remain available for 6 monthT following
months following feleass
rel No | Youngperson meets conditions for
further support (ie young person is
I homeless) v
Duty no longer = NoO es No
Yes applies
l Under 21s to receive
Success: young person < notification of add_ress on
housed. release approx. 7 days Following inquiries,
Keep under review in case prior to release young person is
individual's circumstance established as
change prior to release. priority need and
” unintentional
Duty no longer applies, but young  jege No == homeless™
" person may make a further
*Asgessmer_’\t could include, application on release on the b
Social Services and basis of material change of
Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014 circumstance
and Mental Health (Wales)
Measure 2010.
‘FINAL’ DUTY:
Resp_ons:ible d[iugwﬁﬁlﬂfn
2}
Organlsailon(s) Success: young person guaranteed of (e
receiving accommodation on release.
LA - Housin Housing of young person reviewed
g within 10 days of release.

LA - Corporate

LA - Housing/AN Other

YOT 49
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Accommodation Support on Release (Young People)

Young person is released while
still receiving .73 support from
the Local Authority

Young person is released while
still receiving s.66 support from
the Local Authority

Young person is released following
discharge of Local Authority support or
without having received support

Day of release/change of circumstance

Housing Needs Form
completed where possible

»] Applicantisina

‘PREVENTION’ DUTY

priority need CONTINUES:
‘RELIEF’ DUTY category or the To _help to prevent and l
CONTINUES: LHA suspects the applicant from becoming —
To secure or help to No applicant is in a homeless (66) Young person is either
SR priority need No ™| homeless or threatened with
secure the availability of Satea hornelessness?
accommedation (73) gory '
Yes |
Outcome of duty: Is WMo dulyappiies Yes
; authority satisfied
> IETERIM’ [tJUbTY there is reasonable l
Outcome of duty: Is : ecé'_“t*. S e prospect ;
authority satisfied there Ecc°m2:1°refe'?[‘e'5_8"3’ Akl accommodation will Young person is homeless?
is reasonable prospect EEAE remain available for T T
accommodation will 6 months
remain available for 6 Siiccaes: Yes 1 No Yes
months b S e
| Yes applicant ki
housed + ‘PREVENTION’ DUTY:
No To help to prevent and
. Young person meets applicant from becoming
the conditions for homeless (66)
Following inquiries, Current duty no further support (ie
applicant is NO #{ longerapplies f#= NO homeless) -
established as (but a new Yes
priority need and application can t
unintentional be made) N
homelrss o
T ] X
Yes Success: Qutcome of duty: Is
applicant Authority satisfied there
\ : i is reasonable prospect
FINAL PUTY' Rbllaad [ Yes accommodation will be
Duty to secure or remain available for '
accommodation (75) 6 months following

Applicant is ina
priority need
category or the
LHA suspects the
applicantisin a
priority need
category

release

‘INTERIM’ DUTY:
Secure suitable
accommeodation is
available on release
(68)

‘RELIEF’ DUTY:
To secure or help to
secure the availability

of accommodation (73)

Qutcome of duty: Is authority satisfied there is reasonable

SUCC.ESS: prospect accommodation will be or remain available for 6 months
applicant * oo
housed.
No
h 4
i ollowing inquiries, applicant is established as priority need an
Responmble Following inquiri licant is established iori d and
. i unintentional homeless
Organisation(s)
. Yes No
LA Housing/AN Other . N
. ‘FINAL’ DUTY:
LA - Housmg - Duty to secure accommeodation (75) Dutinovlonger
pplies
Yo L]
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Annex 2: Research Instruments

Local stakeholder i housing stakeholders i interview schedule

Local stakeholderi YOT , chil drends s ehousingstakeholdensd ot her
interview schedule

National stakeholder interview schedule

Online stakeholder questionnaire

Young person in custody interview schedule

Young person in the community interview schedule

Topic guide for case studies

= =/ 4 A A -

Topic guide stakeholder focus group
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Locahkeholibdeusi ng st akiemmtod rdwiresw schedul

Section 1: Questions about you

1.

2.

3.

Please briefly describe your job role
How long have you been working in your present job?

In what capacity does your organisation work with young people from the secure estate in
housing need?

Section 2: Involvement and understanding of the Pathway

[Action: read out the following statement:]

The National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children, Young People and Adults in
the Secure Estate was developed by the Welsh Government, and commenced in 2015, to
ensure that people in prison have equal access to the legal duties that are owed by local
authorities under the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 to help to prevent or relieve homelessness.
The desired outcome is that no one should be homeless upon leaving prison. The Pathway
is divided into two strands i one for adults and one for children/young people. We are
evaluating the Pathway for young people only and so we ask that you try to answer the
guestions as they relate to young people.]

[Optional question]

4.

Did you have any involvement in the development of the National Pathway for Children,
Young People and Adults Leaving the Secure Estate (e.g. member of the Prisoner
Accommodation and Resettlement Working Group, etc)?

a. Please describe your involvement

What iis your understanding of why the Welsh Go\
National Pat hwayé for young people?

a. Do you think the Pathway is necessary? Please explain your answer

b. What would happen if the Pathway had not been created?

What iis your current (or recent) involvement wi
specifically in relation to working with young people?

[Prompt: tease out if involvement is general (adults and young people) or if specific to
young people]

Please will you talk me through what you understand the Pathway for young people
involves?
a. What are the main elements of the Pathway?
b. Do you know which agency is responsible for which stage of the Pathway? If so,
please talk me through this? If not, please would you talk me through any confusion
c. Please describe the role of childrends serv
i. At which stages are they involved?
ii. What is working well with regard to their input?
iii. What needs improvement?

Are there any aspects of the Pathway which are unclear or which you do not fully
understand?
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a. Please expand on your answer
b. Do you think this is due to the Pathway itself being unclear or is it because you need
to develop your own understanding of it?

Section 3: Changes t hat have occurred due to the Pathway

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Since the Pathway came into effect in 2015, have there been changes to services for young
people leaving the secure estate who might be facing homelessness? If so, what changes
have there been?

a. What new practices have been developed?

b. What new services have been developed?

c. What new partnerships have been developed?

d. What new paperwork has been developed?

e. Orare all, or some, of these aspects the same as before the Pathway was

implemented?

Have these new services/practices/partnerships been working well or not so well?
a. What has been working well?
b. What have been the challenges?
c. What do you think needs to be improved?

What changes (if any) have been implemented to how agencies communicate and share
information with each other?
a. Have these improved or hampered the extent to which services share information?
Please expand on your answer.

The Pathway recommends that a joint needs assessment is completed to identify housing
and care/health needs. This should be submitted to the local authority as part of a housing
referral.

a. To what extent are joint needs assessments being made and passed on the local

authority housing?

b. Who is responsible for this?

c. What is working well with regard to joint needs assessments?
d. What needs improvement

What changes (if any) have you had to make in your own day-to-day practice to ensure that
the Pathway is being implemented?

What changes (if any) have been made to staffing and workload in your organisation to
ensure that there is sufficient staff capacity to implement the Pathway?

Section 4: Specific details about the Pathway

15.

When a young person is owed a duty to prevent or relieve homelessness, the local authority

needs to take O6reasonable stepsd to acfwhaave t

these 6reasonable stepsd might be?

a.ln practice, what are the most commonly us
who are in custody?

b. Why are these O6reasonable stepsdéd the most
6reasonabl e st eprde@scomombn?consi dered o

c. What are some of the practical di fficultie

d Are there any activities that are carried

specifically for young people in custody that are not contained in FLASHCARD 1?

e. Does the nature of the Oreasonable steps®é

from custody? Please talk me through your answer.
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16. One of the aims of the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 and the Pathway is for local authorities to
move from a & p roblemessoslivnigndg 6t oa pap réopach when wor kin
who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless. Thinking about young people in custody,
to what extent do you think this has happened?

To what extent are a young psanceobringitakeniotoactoond y 6 s spe
when decisions are made about what should happen to prevent or relieve their homelessness?
17.Gi ven that the majority of young people wild.l b e
6reasonabl e steps6 beingtaSections/d duty to providéotleem avithe mo

settled accommodation?

Section 5: Stages in the Pathway

[Action: show FLASHCARD 2 which briefly outlines the four stages of the Pathway for young
people. Note thatstheye stshtge Oer eadul t s.

RESETTLEMENT

18. How effective is the work carried out during the resettlement stage of the Pathway in
identifying and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

19. To what extent do the secure estate, YOTS, local authorities, social workers and other
agencies work together in practice to ensure the Pathway is implemented and young people
in custody have full access to housing support?

a. If they do work together, or if some do, please describe how this happens.

b. I f they donét eyonsworegether onddrts of ther Pathway, please
explain why / how this happens.

c. What improvements need to be made to ensure joined up working in resettling young
people?

20. Do you incorporate mental health needs when thinking about accommodation?
a. If so, how?
b. If not, why not?

RELEASE

21. How effective is the work carried out during the release/post-release stage of the Pathway in
identifying and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

22. If young people in the secure estate have been homeless/threatened with homelessness
where do they typically get accommodated after custody?

23. What happens on the day of release?
a. If ayoung person is to return to the family home?
b. If ayoung person is to move into a privately rented flat?
c. If ayoung person is to go into supported/temporary accommodation?
d. If ayoung person is being taken into/returned to care (looked after)?
e. If ayoung person has nowhere to go?

24. Is inappropriate accommodation ever used?
a. Whatis it?
b. If so, what circumstances would typically lead to this situation?
c. If so, what have been the consequences of inappropriate accommodation placements
for young people after release from custody?
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[Note: if the participant does not mention it then follow-up with a prompt by specifically asking if
B&Bs are used 1 B&Bs are an inappropriate form of accommodation although they are
sometimes used in certain situations]

25, How do you monitor whet her-custody atammmodatiopn@sung per s (
suitable?

a. What can you do if it is not suitable?

26. It is known that a proportion of people awaiting an outcome from a local authority housing
referral either withdraw their application or
with the process. Do you know if these are issues that affect young people leaving the
secure estate?

a. If so, what efforts are made to encourage young people to cooperate with the local
authority?

Section 6: Impact of the Pathway on young people in the secure estate

27. Is the Pathway working better for some groups of young people over others?
a. Who has benefitted the most? Why?
b. Who has the Pathway not worked for? Why?

[Prompt: ask about the following (there are specific questions about gender and Welsh
language below:
i. Age

ii. Ethnicity/cultural background

iii. Children who were in care prior to custody

iv. Long/short-term prisoners (including those on Detention and Training Orders)

v. High/medium/low-risk prisoners

vi. Geography of establishments in relation to where the young person will be

resettled]

28. Are there particular issues which arise in the case of Welsh young offenders being held
outside of the Welsh secure estate?
a. If so, what are they?

[Prompt examples might include Welsh language and distance from families]

29. Are there any patrticular issues which arise in the case of female Welsh young offenders?
a. If so, what are they?

30. What improvements (if any) would you recommend to accommodation providers and
services for young people leaving the secure estate?

Section 7: Final question

31. Do you have anything else you wish to add about what is working well or not well regarding
the Pathway?

32. Does your organisation collect any data about the housing needs and housing outcomes of
young people in custody?

a. If so, would you be willing to share it with the research team for incorporation into the
evaluation?
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FLASHCARD 1

Examples of activities carried out

E N I I R

Mediation

Payments by way of a grant or loan

Guarantees to landlords/lenders that payments will be made
Support in managing debt, mortgage arrears or rent arrears
Support to close down a tenancy if appropriate

Security measures for applicants at risk of abuse

Advocacy or other representation

Accommodation

Information and advice

Other services, good or facilities
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Local stak¥@QD,] deh® | seevi ces ard uostinegr n
st akehoilidetresr vi ew schedul e
Section 1: Questions about you
1. Please briefly describe your job role
2. How long have you been working in your present job?
3. In what capacity does your organisation work with young people from the secure estate in
housing need?
Section 2: Involvement and understanding of the Pathway
[Action: read out the following statement:]
The National Pathway for Homelessness Services to Children, Young People and Adults in
the Secure Estate was developed by the Welsh Government, and commenced in 2015, to
ensure that people in prison have equal access to the legal duties that are owed by local
authorities under the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 to help to prevent or relieve homelessness.
The desired outcome is that no one should be homeless upon leaving prison. The Pathway
is divided into two strands 7 one for adults and one for children/young people. We are
evaluating the Pathway for young people only and so we ask that you try to answer the
guestions as they relate to young people.]
[Optional question]
4. Did you have any involvement in the development of the National Pathway for Children,
Young People and Adults Leaving the Secure Estate (e.g. member of the Prisoner
Accommodation and Resettlement Working Group, etc)?
a. Please describe your involvement
5. What is your understanding of why the Wel sh Go
National Pat hwayé for young people?
a. Do you think the Pathway is necessary? Please explain your answer
b. What would happen if the Pathway had not been created?
6. What i s your current (or recent) involvement wi
specifically in relation to working with young people?
[Prompt: tease out if involvement is general (adults and young people) or if specific to
young people]
7. Please will you talk me through what you understand the Pathway for young people
involves?
a. What are the main elements of the Pathway?
b. Do you know which agency is responsible for which stage of the Pathway? If so,
please talk me through this? If not, please would you talk me through any confusion
c. Please describe the role of childrends serv

i. At which stages are they involved?
ii. What is working well with regard to their input?
iii. What needs improvement?

[Prompt: tease out if this understanding is specific to young people]
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8.

Are there any aspects of the Pathway which are unclear or which you do not fully
understand?
a. Please expand on your answer
b. Do you think this is due to the Pathway itself being unclear or is it because you need
to develop your own understanding of it?

Section 3: Changes that have occurred due to the Pathway

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Since the Pathway came into effect in 2015, have there been changes to services for young
people leaving the secure estate who might be facing homelessness? If so, what changes
have there been?

a. What new practices have been developed?

b. What new services have been developed?

c. What new partnerships have been developed?

d. What new paperwork has been developed?

e. Orare all, or some, of these aspects the same as before the Pathway was

implemented?

Have these new services/practices/partnerships been working well or not so well?
a. What has been working well?
b. What have been the challenges?
c. What do you think needs to be improved?

What changes (if any) have been implemented to how agencies communicate and share
information with each other?
a. Have these improved or hampered the extent to which services share information?
Please expand on your answer.

The Pathway recommends that a joint needs assessment is completed to identify housing
and care/health needs. This should be submitted to the local authority as part of a housing
referral.

a. To what extent are joint needs assessments being made and passed on the local

authority housing?

b. Who is responsible for this?

c. What is working well with regard to joint needs assessments?
d. What needs improvement

What changes (if any) have you had to make in your own day-to-day practice to ensure that
the Pathway is being implemented?

What changes (if any) have been made to staffing and workload in your organisation to
ensure that there is sufficient staff capacity to implement the Pathway?

Section 5: Stages in the Pathway

[Action: show Flashcard which briefly outlines the four stages of the Pathway for young
people. Notethat t herecustodyépseage for adults.

PRE-CUSTODY

15.

How effective is the work carried out during the pre-custody stage of the Pathway in
identifying and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

a. How important/useful is a young pers o n 6 ssenfemce report for identifying and
addressing housing need? Why do you say that?
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16. If a young person has any care and support needs under the Social Services and Wellbeing
(Wales) Act 2014, how likely is it that these are identified in the pre-sentence report?

RECEPTION

17. How effective is the work carried out during the reception stage of the Pathway in identifying
and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

18. What type of information is collected on reception concerningayoungper sond6s housi nj{
situation?

a. lIs this information sufficient in your view? If not, what else should be collected at this
stage?

b. To what extent are young people able and/or likely to discuss their accommodation
needs in the first few days of being in custody?

c. How likely is it that the details about housing collected during reception will change as
custody progresses?

RESETTLEMENT

19. How effective is the work carried out during the resettlement stage of the Pathway in
identifying and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

20. To what extent do the secure estate, YOTSs, local authorities, social workers and other
agencies work together in practice to ensure the Pathway is implemented and young people
in custody have full access to housing support?
a. If they do work together, or if some do, please describe how this happens.
b. If they donét or some donét, or they only w
explain why / how this happens.
c. What improvements need to be made to ensure joined up working in resettling young
people?

21. Do you incorporate mental health needs when thinking about accommodation?
a. If so, how?
b. If not, why not?

221 s a young personb6és sentence plan reviewed whil
a. If so, how often?
b. Do you think this is the right level of frequency? Please explain your answer

[Prompt: a sentence plan should be reviewed monthly according to the Pathway]

23. The Pathway sets out deadlines for when certain steps need to be taken regarding the
identification and management of housing need. How do you keep track of these deadlines
and whether or not they are being met?

a. What happens if they are not being met?

[Prompt: An example of a deadline is that:
i. a Joint Planning Meeting needs to take place within 10 days of a young
person entering custody (this is where housing need can be identified).
ii. Also, a young person should be given detail of their post-custody
accommodation 7 days prior to release.

24. Does work get carried out with the parents/carers/families of young people in custody to

addresstheyoung personés housing need on release?
a. If so, what form does it take?
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b. If not, why not?
RELEASE

25. How effective is the work carried out during the release/post-release stage of the Pathway in
identifying and addressing housing need/homelessness among young people?

26. What happens on the day of release?
a. If ayoung person is to return to the family home?
b. If ayoung person is to move into a privately rented flat?
c. If ayoung person is to go into supported/temporary accommodation?
d. If ayoung person is being taken into/returned to care (looked after)?
e. If ayoung person has nowhere to go?

27.How do you monitor whet her-custody atammmodatopni@ung per s (
suitable?
a. What can you do if it is not suitable?

Section 6: Impact of the Pathway on young people in the secure estate

28. Is the Pathway working better for some groups of young people over others?
a. Who has benefitted the most? Why?
b. Who has the Pathway not worked for? Why?

[Prompt: ask about the following (there are specific questions about gender and Welsh
language below:
i. Age

ii. Ethnicity/cultural background

iii. Children who were in care prior to custody

iv. Long/short-term prisoners (including those on Detention and Training Orders)

v. High/medium/low-risk prisoners

vi. Geography of establishments in relation to where the young person will be

resettled]

29. Are there particular issues which arise in the case of Welsh young offenders being held
outside of the Welsh secure estate?
a. If so, what are they?

[Prompt examples might include Welsh language and distance from families]

30. Are there any patrticular issues which arise in the case of female Welsh young offenders?
a. If so, what are they?

316 Rel ease on temporary |icenced all ows young pe-
time for resettlement purposes such as visiting post-release accommodation. Is this
occurring for young people being held in your secure estate/for young people being released
into your area?
a. If so, please explain how this can benefit a young person due to leave custody?
b. If not, what are the reasons for this?

32. What (if any) have been the differences in the delivery of the Pathway for young people who
were homeless prior to entering custody, in comparison to those who may become homeless
as a consequence of being in custody?

33. What improvements (if any) would you recommend to accommodation providers and
services for young people leaving the secure estate?
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34. If a young person in a YOI with housing need gets transferred to an adult prison, what is the
6handover processd for movi ngtPdthwayln t he young pc¢

Section 7: Final question

35. Do you have anything else you wish to add about what is working well or not well regarding
the Pathway?

36. Does your organisation collect any data about the housing needs and housing outcomes of
young people in custody?
a. If so, would you be willing to share it with the research team for incorporation into the
evaluation?

125



Nat

i onal stakehol der i nterview schedul

Section 1: Questions about you

1. Please briefly describe your job role

2.

How long have you been working in your present job?

Section 2: Involvement and understanding of the Pathway

3.

Did you have any involvement in the development of the National Pathway for Children,
Young People and Adults Leaving the Secure Estate (e.g. member of the Prisoner
Accommodation and Resettlement Working Group, etc)?

a. Please describe your involvement

What is your understanding of why the Welsh Government felt a need for the development of
the 60The National Pathwayo6?

Why did they consider it to be important?

Do you think the pathway is necessary and or important? Please explain your answer
Is it particularly important for certain groups or certain people?

What would happen if the Pathway had not been created?

coow

[Note: tease out specific points about young people in relation to these questions]

Please will you talk me through what you understand the Pathway for young people
involves?
a. What are the main elements of the Pathway?

[Note: tease out if this understanding is specific to young people]

Are there any aspects of the Pathway which are unclear or which you do not fully
understand?
a. Please expand on your answer
b. Do you think this is due to the Pathway itself being unclear or is it because you need
to develop your own understanding of it?

Section 3: Changes in services, policies a nd processes that have occurred due to the

Pathway

7.

Since the Pathway came into effect in 2015, have there been changes to services for young
people who might be facing homelessness?

What new services have been developed as a result of the Pathway?
a. Have any of these new services been funded/delivered by Supporting People??’
b. What has worked well regarding these new services?
c. What have been the challenges?
d. What improvements are needed?

What new policies and processes have been developed as a result of the Pathway?
a. What has worked well regarding these new policies/processes?

17 Supporting People refers to a programme of support services funded by the Government to help to prevent
and tackle homelessness, to help vulnerable people to live independently, and to provide support to those
living in temporary, supported or specialist accommodation
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b. What have been the challenges?
c. What improvements are needed?

10. What new partnerships have been developed?
a. What has worked well regarding these new partnerships?
b. What have been the challenges?
c. What improvements are needed?

11. What new paperwork / data collection systems have been developed?
a. What has worked well regarding these new systems?
b. What have been the challenges?
c. What improvements are needed?

12. How do you know if the Pathway is working or not? (i.e. where do you get your information
from?)
a. What kind of information is your organisation collecting in relation to how the Pathway
is operating?
b. Does it collect any data about the housing needs and housing outcomes of young
people in custody?

c. Who does this information get passed to (i.e. do you see it?)?
d. How do you or your organisation use the information?
e. What information do you currently not have that you wish you had?
f.  Would you be willing to share any summary statistics with the research team for
incorporation into the evaluation?
13.Pl ease describe the role of childrenbés service:

a. At which stages are they involved?
b. What is working well with regard to their input?
c. What needs improvement?

14. The Pathway recommends that a joint needs assessment is completed to identify housing
and care/health needs. This should be submitted to the local authority as part of a housing
referral.

a. To what extent are joint needs assessments being made and passed on the local
authority housing?
b. Who is responsible for this?
c. What is working well with regard to joint needs assessments?
d. What needs improvement

15. What is the role of Reintegration and Resettlement Partnerships (RRPBS) in relation to the
Pathway?

16. What changes (if any) have been implemented to how agencies communicate and share
information with each other?
a. Have these improved or hampered the extent to which services share information?
Please expand on your answer.

Section 4: Specific details about the Pathway

[Note: Some national stakeho Iders may be unable to answer the questions in this section]
17. When a young person is owed a duty to prevent or relieve homelessness, the local authority

needs to take o6reasonable stepsd to achieve t hi
taken?
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[Action: after participant has answered Q17, show them FLASHCARD 1. Do not show
them the flashcard until they have offered an answer to Q17]

a.ln practice, what are the most commonly use
custody?

b. Why are thesstépsdsomabmest common? Why are
6reasonable steps6 not considered or |l ess ¢

c. What are some of the practical di fficulties

d Are there any activities that arsde epardri ed o

specifically for young people in custody that are not contained in the list above?
e. Does the nature of the Oreasonabl e stepso
from custody? Please talk me through your answer.

o

18. One of the aims of the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 and the Pathway is for local authorities to
move from a &épr oc essoslivnigndg 6t oa pap réoparcohb Iwehne n wor ki n
who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless. Thinking about young people in custody,
to what extent do you think this has happened?
a. To what extent are an individual és specific
when decisions are made about what should happen to prevent or relieve their
homelessness?
b. Given that the majorityooityounegdp
6reasonable steps6é being considere
them with settled accommodation?

oplbe wiwial
b

e
d ef or e

19. If a young person in a YOI with housing need gets transferred to an adult prison, what is the
6handovess®rfocr moving from the young person to

Section 5: Impact of the Pathway on young people in the secure estate

20. To your knowledge, what have been the main impacts of the Pathway for young people in
custody who are facing homelessness on release?
a. Which stages of the Pathway (pre-custody, reception, resettlement, release) have
been working well for young people?
b. Which stages of the Pathway have not been working well for young people?

[Note: ask for examples of specific cases if applicable]

21. Is the Pathway working better for some groups of young people over others?
a. Who has benefitted the most? Why?
b. Who has the Pathway not worked for? Why?

[Note, ask about:
i. Gender
i. Age
iii. Ethnicity/cultural background
iv. Welsh-speaking (i.e. Welsh as first language)
v. Children who were in care prior to custody
vi. Long/short-term prisoners (including those on Detention and Training Orders)
vii. High/medium/low-risk prisoners
viii. Geography of establishments in relation to where the young person will be
resettled]

22. Are there particular issues which arise in the case of Welsh young offenders being held
outside of the Welsh secure estate? If so, what are they?

[Note: examples might include Welsh language and distance from families]
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23. If young people in the secure estate have been homeless/threatened with homelessness
where do they typically get accommodated after custody?

24. s inappropriate accommodation ever used?
a. If so, what circumstances would typically lead to this situation?
b. If so, what have been the consequences of inappropriate accommodation placements
for young people after release from custody?

[Note: if the participant does not mention it then follow-up with a prompt by specifically asking if
B&Bs are used 1 B&Bs are an inappropriate form of accommodation although they are
sometimes used in certain situations]

25. What improvements (if any) would you recommend to accommodation providers and
services for young people leaving the secure estate?

Section 6: Final question

Do you have anything else you wish to add about what is working well or not well regarding the
Pathway?
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Onl ine Stakehol der Questionnaire
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Stakeholder Survey: Homelessness Services for Young People
Released from the Secure Estate

Would you like to answer questions in English or Welsh?/Hoffech chi ateb cwestiynau yn Sassney neuwn Gymraeg?

¢ English
¢ Cymragghwelsh
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Information and privacy notice

RESEARCH - Homelessness Services for Young People Released from the Secure Estate

The Welsh Government have commissioned a team of researchers led by the University of South Wales, undertake an evaluation of the
National Pathmay for Homelessness Services to Children, Young People and Adults in the Secure Estate for the Welsh Government.
For this project, we are interested in homelessness sernvices for young people, rather than adutts.

As part of this project, you are invited to take part in a survey which explores your organisation's experience of the homelessness
services provided to young people released from the secure estate.

Please do not worry if you feel that your knowledge of the Pathway and/or homelessness services for young people is minimal, as we are
interested in capturing the extent of stakeholders awareness of these issues, and it will not be possible to identify you personally from the
data that will be transferred to Welsh Government nor in any reports, articles or presentations hased onthis research.

It should take no longer than 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire.

Your anonymised data - it will not be possible to identify you personally - will be used in study specific reports, and subsequent articles
that will appear in academic journals and presentations at conferences. It will inform the Welsh Government's future policies and practice
inthis field.

The Welsh Government is the data controller for the research. However, the University of South Wales will delete any personal data
provided during research fieldwork.

Participation is completely voluntary. However, your views and experiences are important in order to help inform Welsh Government
policies. If you agree to paricipate, you simply start answering the questions and submitting your answers will be willimply your consent
to participate.

However, you do not have to participate if you do not wish to. You may leave the questionnaire now or at any point and you do not need to
give any reasons. F you do agree to participate, you can choose not to answer any question and you do not need to explain.

You are still free to change your mind at any time until your answers have been analysed/included in a draft report. You do need to give
any reason. You can just tell the lead researcher below that you do not wish your answers to be used.

The contact for this evaluation at University of South Wales is Dr Harriet Pierpoint.

Telephone: (01443) 4 83672
Email: harriet.pierpoint@southwales.ac.uk

If you remain dissatisfied, please contact:

University of South Wales Research Governance Officer:

Telephone: (01443) 484 518

Email: jonathan.sinfield @southwales.ac.uk

PRIVACY NOTICE - Homelessness Services for Young People Released from the Secure Estate
What personal details do we hold and where did we get your details?

Personal data is defined under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) as “any infermation relating to an identifiable person
who can be directly or indirectly identified by reference to an identifier”.

You have been invited to undertake an online survey by a 'gatekeeper’ in your organisation.

We are asking for your email address to try to awoid chasing respondents after they have responded. Your email address will be
confidential and stored securely as described above. It will be removed from the data once the survey is completed and before the data
is transferred - inan anonymised format - to Welsh Government.

What is the lawful basis for collecting the data?

The lawful basis of processing information inthis data collection exercise is our public task; that is, exercising our official authority to
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undertake the core role and functions of the Welsh Government.

Participation is completely voluntary. Research studies such as this are important for the Welsh Government to collect information and
actionable evidence about its ability to deliver government priorities.

How secure is any personal data submitted?

Personal information provided to University of South Wales is always stored securely. The data can only be used by a limited number of
researchers who are working on the evaluation. Social researchers from the research team will only use participant email addresses to
contact them for research purposes.

The University of South Wales have put in place procedures to deal with any suspected data security breaches. if a suspected breach
oceurs, the University of South Wales will report this to the Welsh Government who will notify you and any applicable regulator where we
are legally required to do so. The University of South Wales have Cyher Essentials certification[1].

All data gathered through this research will be reported in an anonymised format. I will not contain your contact details and any
identifiable information in open-ended answers will he removed. The University of South Wales will use the data to produce a report for
Welsh Government , and subsequent articles that will appear in academic journals and presentations at conferences.. This report will not
include any information that could be used to identify individual participants. In addition, The Umiversity of South Wales will provide
Welsh Government with an anonymised version of the dataset. This means the dataset will not include information that could identify you.
In particular, your name and any other contact details will be deleted from this dataset.

How long do you keep any personal data submitted ?

The University of South Wales will hold personal data during the contract period, and any personal data not already removed will be
deleted three months after the end of the contract.

Your rights

Under GDPR, you have the following rights in relation to the personal information you provide as part of this evaluation. You have the right
to:

e Access a copy of your own data;

s Require us to rectify inaccuracies inthat data;

= To object to or restrict processing (in certain circumstances);

» Foryour data to be ‘erased’ (in certain circumstances); and

s To lodge a complaint with the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) who is our independent regulator for data protection.

The contact details for the Information Commissioner’s Office are: Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF. Phone:
01625 545 745 or 0303 123 1113. Website: www.ico.qov.uk

Further Information

If you have any further questions about how the data provided as part of this study will be used by the Welsh Government or wish to
exercise your rights using the General Data Protection Regulation, please contact:

Lucie Griffiths (Knowledge and Analytical Services, Welsh Government)
Telephone: 03000 255780

Email: lucie.griffiths @gov.wales

The Welsh Government's Data Protection Officer can be contacted at:
Welsh Government, Cathays Park, Cardiff, CF10 3NQ

Email: DataProtectionOfficer@gov.wales.
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[1] https:dww govulgovernmentpublicat ons/cyvber-essentials-scheme -overdew

What |5 your emall address?

Please enter avalicd email address.

Have you ever had any involvement, however small, inthe development or delivery of the Pathway in relation to young people {rather than
adults)?

4/15
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About you and your organisation

What has been or is vour involvement with the Pathway in relation to young people {rather than adults)?

£ More info
Please select af least 1 answer(s).
™ Iwas involved in the developmentof T 1am or have been involved in some

the Pathnvay way fhowever small) in the delivery
of the Pathway

I~ Other

if yvou selected Other, please specif

What i your job title?

For which organisation{s) do youwork?

Please select at least 1 answer(s).

I Welsh Government r HWMPPS

- vouth Custody Senvice I~ HWI Probation

[~ Care Inspectorats Wales I~ All-wales Heads of Children's
Sewices Group

I ADSS [ Cardiff YOT

M Comwy Denbighshire YOT M Denbighshire council

© Swansea Council M Newport YOT

I~ Hillside I~ Parc

I~ Action for Children ™ Bamardos Cyimiru

I Llamau I FOBL

- Wallich I~ Shelter Cymru

™ Cymorth Cymru I~ Clinks

I~ Gofal ™ Hafan Cymru

™ Media Academy I~ NACRO

™ Prison Link Cymru I Rough Sleepers Cymru

™ StGiles Cymiu ™ Voices from Care Cyimiu

If you selected Other, please specifc
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| have not been involved in the
delivery of the Pathway vet, but, if a
case came up, itwould be part of my
job to deal with it

YIB Cymiu
HMI Prison
WLGA

Cardiff City council
Westem Bay YOT
MNewport City Counci
Wenington

Gisda

Swansea Young Single Homeless
Project

Adref

Dewis

Justice Cyimiu
PACT

Safer Wales
Other



Impact of the Pathway for young people

Thinking about the Pathway for young people (rather than adults), please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following

statements.

Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.

The Pathway has increased consistency across
local authorities with regard to the ‘service’ that
young people leaving the secure estate receive

The Pathway has smoothed the transition of young
people from the secure estate into accommodation
(of any kind})

Work is frequently carried out with young people
during the pre-custody stage of the Pathway

The reception stage of the Pathway is working well
for young people

The resettliement stage of the Pathway is working
well for young people

The release stage of the Pathway is working well for
young people

There is a real 'person-centred’ consideration of all
accommodation options for young people leaving
the secure estate

The Pathway has improved housing outcomes for
young people leaving the secure estate

The Pathway has improved other outcomes for
young people leaving the secure estate

The Pathway has reduced inappropriate
accommodation placements following the release of
young people from the secure estate

Strongly

agree

7715

135

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

r

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Don't know



Delivery of the Pathway for young people
Which is the leading agency in practice?

r YOT  Childrer's Services  Don'tknow
 Other

If you selected Other, please specify

Thinking about the Pathway for yvoung people (rather than adults), which are the most frequently used 'reasonable steps'prevention and
relief activities? Please select upto 3 activities.

Plense select exactly 3 answer(s).
I Mediation © Payments by way of a grant or loan © Guarantees to landlords/enders that
payments will be made

™ Supportin managing debt, ™ Supportto close down a tenancy if ™ Security measures for applicants at
mortgage anears or rent arears appropriate risk of abuse, e.q. provision of
sanctuary scheme or help to access
injunctions
m Advocacy or other representation ™ Information and advice I Accommodaton - BRB
r Accomodation - Supported I Accomodation - Return to the family ™ Accomodation - Privately renmted
accommodation home accommodaton
I~ Accomodation - Taken intofreturned ™ Other I~ Don'tknow
o care

If you selected Other, please specify:

When in most cases does planning for release start?

At sentencing
Within 10 days of reception into custody
66 days before release

After release

-
r

r

¢ Upon release
£~

¢ Don'tknow
r

Other
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If you selected Other, please specif

What happens if a voung person is released from the secure estate outside of 9am to Spm or at weekends or on public holidays?
¢ S/he has to wait until the senices r There is an out-of-houwrs senice ¢« Don'tknow

reopen
¢ Other

If you selected Other, please specify

When are the opening hours of the out-of-hours senvice?

Please rank the following types of accomodation in order of their frequency of use for young people released from the secure estate, with
1 is the most frequenty used and 5 the least used. You may also selectif a type of accomodation 15 never used or if you don't know,

Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.

Lamast 5-least Never
frequently 2 3 Dan't know
frequently used
used
B&B [ [ | [ [ I~ [
Supponted accommodation r = ! e I r I
Return to the family home r r r r [ r r
Privately rented accommodation r r r r r r r
Taken intofretuned to care {locked - - - - - - -
after)
Young person has nowhere to go r r . r r r r
Other r r [ r r r r

If other was ranked as 1 to 3, please explain what type of other accomodation is used?
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Are you aware of any cases when a young person released from the secure estate with no accommodaton to which to go?

I Yes
I Mo

In those cases, what led to the young person(s) having nowhere to go and no accomodation being found for them?

Thinking about young people {rather than adults), how does your organisation define 'suitability when it comes to 'suitable
accommodation’?

If a young personina YOl with howsing need gets transferred to an adult prison, what is the ‘handover process’ for moving from the young
personto the adult Pathway?

To what extent is this ‘handover process’ followed?

£ Never
© Sometimes
 Often
© Always
 Don'tknow

Can you rate the extent to which the issues below have pose a problem {if at all)?
Please don't select more than 1 angswer(s) per row

Mot a problem at

Dran't know
all

A big problem A small problem
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Geographical distance between Children's Services

avisors and young people r L = [
Lack of choice for young personin housing outcome - r | [~
Lack of out-of-hours services [ r [~ r
Non-Welsh establishments being less familiar with
the Patiway L - L L
A dati id fusing to take highrisk

cecommodation providers refusing to take highis - - - -
young people
Young people not being notified of their
accommodation outcome at least 7 days prior to = T |Eg |
release

Young person not having accommodation on the day
of release and having to go to the housing office for E " I r
emergency accommodation

Thinking about the Pathway fand for yvoung people rather than adults), please rate how well information sharing is working between the
following pairs of partners.

Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row

H All
; : Commitment information
informat on ) Soime Most )
: to sharing, y : . . i5 shared ,
shianing nor i information = information 77, Don't know
3 but gaps in : 3 intimely
commitment is shared is shared
arangements and robust
to do so
manner
Childrer's Services and Housing Options = | i =i r |l
Children’s Services and Secure estate B [~ " I r -
Children’'s Sernvices and Youth Offending Team I+ r 5 o r r
Housing Options and Accommodation - - ~ - r r
providers
Youth Offending Team and Secuwre estate I I I Tia r I
Youth Offending Team and Housing Options I T I I | r r

Thinking about the Pathway fand for yvoung people rather than adults), are there any other relevant partnerships that have not been
identified above? This might be, for example, a partnership between a Registered Social Landlord and another organisation.

L
 No

Thinking about these parnarships that have not been listed, please identify the partners and rate how well information sharing is working
between them
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All

. o . Commitmert information
e to sharin S0l Most is shared  Dont
Partners sharing or bit 0a ng information = information intimel Krow
commitmert gap is shared is shared Y
arrangements and robust
todaso manner
Partnership
7 | | c W £ r c c
Partnership
| | c o i® C [ (&
2
Partnership
| | o i & (& c c
3
Partnership
4 | | c fai i o (o c
Partnership
5 | | c s - a [ c
Partnership | |
c £ r '® (@ ]
8
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Future development
Have you identified any good practice or innovation within or around the Pathway of young people? Please select as many answers as you wish

Please select af least 1 answer(s).

Mo good practice or innovation

Imviting partners to meetings they were not previously involved in

Halding a void intemporary accaommodation for a short ime in readingss for a young person leaving the secure estate
Processes which link the young person with mental health support

Changes to the allocation of cases system within a partner agency

A dedicated young person’s temporary accommodation officer

The development of joint paperwork for sharing — to avoid duplication

Other

T T T

If you selected Other, please specifyv

Which improvements (f any) would you recommend to the Pathway for young people and practice related to it? Please select as many
answers as youwish

Please select af least 1 answer(s).
Mo improvements requiredino recommendations

Sufficient supported accommodation that is accessible 24/7

Provide young person with emergency food for 24 hours after release

Process to ensure young person knows in advance where they will be accomodated
Create a specialist hostel for young people lzaving the secure estate

Involve Housing in pre-custody and reception stages of Patiway

Dedicated young person's housing officer to overses Pathway

Tackle high rents in supported accommaodation

Improve access tofincrease awareness of out of howrs senvices

Maore supported accommodation availability

Create a summary (simplified) version of the Pathway

Better communication between managers and frontling staff re. what the Pathway involves
Creating regional services to improve consistency and cope with a possible influx
Sharing office building between Housing and Children's Services

A clearer strategy is required for handover processes

Universal needs assessmentand to be shared with third sector

Other

TR TR U T T T L T ol U T T T T 1S

Training on Pathway

If you selected Other, please specify
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Do yvou have anything else youwish to add about the Pathway for young people or young people’s homelessness services generally?

Do you have any teedback on this quest onnaire?
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