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1. Background:

In 2019, Birmingham City Council sought to procure the local delivery of a Housing and Wellbeing Centre,
or ‘Hub’, as part of their Vulnerable Adults Housing and Wellbeing Support Service for Offenders (immediate
release). This commissioning activity by Adults Social Care had the broad aim of ‘enabling vulnerable adults
to ‘ive healthy, happy, independent lives within communities.’

The Offenders Housing and Wellbeing Centre formed part of a wider commissioning model, aiming to support vulnerable
adults by providing early and targeted support to aid recovery and resilience so that:

- Needs are met before they escalate.

- Statutory or higher cost interventions are avoided or reduced.

- Outcomes for the individuals (and carers) are improved.

- Improved demand management is achieved.

The commissioning followed a prevention pathway
model, based upon existing best practices within

the City and nationally.1 Birmingham City Council
has a history of commissioning ‘hubs’ under this
model, aimed at groups deemed to be more at risk
of homelessness, and providing pathways and ‘entry
points’ for such groups to access more specialist and
targeted support. Prior to the commissioning of the
Vulnerable Adults Housing and Wellbeing Support
Service for Offenders, the City had established ‘hubs’
for young people (16-25), ‘single’ adults over 25, and
women and children experiencing domestic abuse.

It has not been uncommon, particularly following

the Homelessness Act 2002, and more recently the
Homelessness Reduction Act 2017 (HRA), for local
authorities to commission, run or form partnerships
to provide targeted services for certain ‘non-statutory
groups deemed to be more at risk of homelessness.

(Birmingham City Council, 2019)

Targeted support for those released from prison has not,
previously, been a significant feature of many local
authority’s homelessness prevention activities; possibly
somewhat due to a prevailing notion that many prison
levers would be ‘non-priority need’2 and that assistance
with housing and resettlement largely fell under the
purview of criminal justice system. However, prison release
has long been associated with housing uncertainty, and the
HRA somewhat elevated the position of prison leavers
by including them in the Duty to Refer and the Duty to
provide advisory services (See section 3 for more detail).

It was against this background that Spring Housing
Association were awarded the contract to provide

a Housing and Wellbeing Centre for Offenders in
Birmingham. The contract for this service commenced on
December 1st, 2019, for an initial period of three years.

1 Including the Youth, Leaving Care, Justice, and Homelessness Prevention pathways
2 Thatis, not in ‘priority need’” and therefore ineligible for the ‘main housing duty’ under the Homelessness Reduction Act 2017.






2. The Review

This review accompanies the initial three-year contract period, from 1st December 2019 to

30th November 2022, of what became known as the ‘JQ Hub’. The Review has been designed and
written with the intention of providing narrative, experiential detail, and insight into the Hub’s set up,
operation, and ongoing development. The project was developed with the aim of combining evidence
and understanding of the Hub’s work in context; interpreting how and why the Hub operates as it does
and analysing its potential ‘value’ beyond immediate operational and contractual data.

In addition, this review was designed with an intention insights, and ‘external realities’ that can often be
to provide knowledge and insight to supplement and uncovered through in-depth, qualitative interaction
enhance the ‘outcome’ or ‘Key Performance Indicator’ with stakeholders. The Hub and its operations
(KPI) data collected in fulfilment of contractual and are not considered in stasis, but as dynamic and
performance monitoring obligations. In this way;, it multi-faceted; to be considered in dialogue with
sought to ‘move beyond’ presupposed notions of surrounding and changing contexts and systems
what is important, meaningful, or impactful, and such as criminal justice, housing, homelessness,
instead privilege the nuances, complexities, iterative stakeholder experience, and lived experience.
Key aims:

- Document the set-up, implementation, and operation of the JQ Hub during its first three years

- Provide narrative, experiential detail to supplement and enhance understanding of the Hub’s activities
- Enhance knowledge and understanding of the Hub’s client base

- Provide in-depth understanding of the Hub’s working relationships with stakeholders

- Provide narrative, experiential detail on the wider policy issues that potentially affect the Hub’s operation,
and ability to achieve its aims

- Understand the ‘value’ of the Hub to the sector(s) and to its client base
- Analyse, in context, any perceived ‘challenges’ and ‘successes’

- Suggest areas for advancement and improvement, within both internal and external contexts



Methods:

The research methods aimed to elevate contextualised, practice-based, and experiential knowledge;
drawing out salient themes to better understand and depict complex realities.

The key methods used were:

- Rapid literature and evidence review on homelessness and prison release

- Review of commissioning and contracting documents

- Review of operational and procedural documentation for the Hub

- Analysis of internal monitoring data

- Semi-structured interviews with 27 external stakeholders over Microsoft Teams (including Probation,
Prisons, commissioned accommodation and support services, non-commissioned accommodation

and support services)

- Semi-structured telephone interviews with 7 people with lived experience (all completed over telephone)

- Interviews with 8 Spring staff members (face to face and Microsoft Teams)

- Attendance at partnership meetings chaired by the JQ Hub

- Numerous visits to the JQ Hub to observe operations and have informal conversations with staff members.

A note on ‘lived experience’:

Seven individuals who had accessed accommodation
and support through the JQ Hub following release
from prison were interviewed over the telephone
between October and December 2022. The only pre-
requisite for inclusion was that the individual had spent
time in custody and had accessed Spring Housing
commissioned accommodation through the Hub.

Participants were sourced through the JQ Hub. Hub
staff were briefed on the purpose of the interviews and
given participant information sheets and a confidentiality
agreement. Staff were asked to inform clients, where
appropriate, of the project and invite them to participate
in an interview. Potential participants were informed
that participation was not obligatory, that all information
would be confidential, and that they could withdraw

at any point. Once an individual expressed a wish to
participate, the researcher contacted them to ensure
they were fully briefed, make sure that they still wanted
to participate, and felt emotionally equipped to do so.
An interview date was then arranged at a convenient
time for the individual participant.

All interviews were informal and semi-structured, lasting
between 20 - 40 minutes. Some participants were more
open and engaged than others, but it was important
that all participants were aware that they did not have

to talk about anything with which they did not feel
comfortable.

Time, resource, and funding constraints, alongside

the more practical limitations of carrying out primary
research with this cohort, largely dictated the sample

of individuals interviewed for this project. The sampling
method itself was borne from convenience and largely
represented individuals who were being supported by
Hub staff at a specific point in time, which meant that
all had, at some point, spent time living in a Spring
accommodation scheme. Staff may have been more
likely to put forward those whose experiences appeared
more ‘positive’, or who were perceived as ‘stable’
enough to participate fully. This should be taken into
account when reading the section on ‘lived experience’,
which was unable to sufficiently interrogate the breadth
of experiences of those accessing the JQ Hub. Instead,
the information gathered through interviews, along with
the case studies presented in Section 7, should be
seen as indicative of some of the ‘types’ of situations
encountered by those leaving prison and the ways in
which an initiative such as the Hub can assist them,
rather than illustrative of the needs and experiences

of this cohort as a whole.



Scope and limitations

This research project was small-scale, area-specific,
context-bound, and predominantly qualitative in
nature. Caution should be taken when applying or
communicating its findings. They should not be taken
as representative of all prison-leavers’ and wider
stakeholders’ experiences. Similarly, this report is
not intended to be a formal ‘evaluation’ of the overall
‘success’ or ‘impact’ of the Hub. Instead, the report
findings are intended to provide a rich dynamic

and contextual framework, creating a solid basis to
continue developing evidence, learning, and good
practice towards sustainable, cross-sector solutions
for prison leavers.

Whilst acknowledging national and local gaps in

data around such important areas as housing
circumstances and recidivism, mental health, and the
longitudinal study of a range of ‘outcomes’ for prison

leavers, this report does not seek to provide new data
on these areas. Instead, it remains tightly focused

on the activities related to the JQ Hub, providing an
accompanying narrative and ‘thick description’ (Lincoln
and Guba, 1985) to complement mandatory contract
reporting.

This report lays no claim to cover the breadth of
interlinked issues around the criminal justice system,
offending, rehabilitation, and homelessness, but seeks
to shine light on locally based issues and themes that
are not always within the scope of monitoring and
reporting frameworks for commissioned services.

It seeks to prioritise practice-based evidence and
translate these ‘on the ground’ realities into a robust
narrative for development or change.




3. Homelessness and ‘Offending’:

A Brief Overview:

There is a wealth of research and evidence under the broad rubric of prisoner ‘resettlement’. However,
for the purposes of this report — and taking into account the primary reasons the Hub was commissioned -
this section will provide a short overview of the some of the key research and practice themes around
prison leavers, homelessness, and housing. It will also consider some important recent changes to the
policy environment around prison release and resettlement.

The extant policy and socio-economic environments in particular, whilst forming part of the rationale for
why an initiative such as the JQ Hub is ‘needed’, can also act as barriers to intended ‘impact’ and the ability
to create change. Conversely, they can also provide opportunities for adaptation, innovation, and learning.
As such, this section will introduce policy and research themes that will be returned to in context throughout

the thematic learning points in Sections 4-6.

A note on the Covid-19 pandemic:

Section 5 will further examine the effects of the Covid-19
pandemic on the Hub’s set up and ongoing operations,
but it is important here to note that the Hub began
mobilisation on 1st December 2019, less than four
months before England went into its first ‘lockdown’ on
March 23rd, 2020. Much of the initial plans and working
partnerships envisaged for the Hub were profoundly
altered by the pandemic and its aftermath.

Prisons, too, observed the tight restrictions ordered by
the UK government. Prisoners were confined to their
cells for 23 hours a day, with additional restrictions on
exercise and showering, and a complete ban on prison
visits (Busby, et. al., 2020). Concerns were expressed
during the height of the pandemic, and subsequently,
about the profound effects of lockdown and Covid-19
restrictions on prisoners’ mental health, with some
commentators suggesting the restrictions amounted
to ‘inhumane’ treatment (ibid).

In August 2020, the chief inspector of prisons for
England and Wales warned that continued severe
restrictions in jails — essentially solitary confinement
by any other definition — had created ‘a real risk of
psychological decline’ among inmates (Grierson, 2020).

‘Everyone In’, the government’s unprecedented
response to rough sleeping, implemented during

the first wave of the Covid-19 pandemic, supported
around 33,000 people into accommaodation. In March
2020, Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service
(HMPPS) created Homeless Prevention Taskforces

in every National Probation Service region in England
and Wales.

Using the funding made available due to the COVID-19
pandemic, these Taskforces successfully supported
groups of homeless service users, such as prison leavers
and those moving on from approved premises, ball
accommodation and support services into longer term
accommodation (LGA, 2020). The initial funding scheme
finished on 26 October 2020 for existing service users.
The Ministry of Justice (MoJ) subsequently agreed to
reinstate the emergency accommodation funding in
targeted areas of England and Wales from 22 October
2020 - 21 January 2021.

In April 2020, to help manage the spread of Covid-19,

a new end-of-custody temporary release (ECTR) scheme
allowed for the early release of ‘stringently assessed’
low-risk prisoners within two months of their scheduled
release date. The scheme was paused in August 2020,
with around only 275 prisoners released. The Prison Reform
Trust suggested this revealed that the government ‘never
really had any intention’ of releasing significant amounts
of prisoners under this scheme (See Busby et. al., 2020).

Whilst the unprecedented public health restrictions
that accompanied the pandemic are largely ‘over’, it is
important to consider the lasting impact these regimes
may have had on prisoners who were subsequently
released, alongside the ongoing impact upon working
practices within homelessness and related sectors.



Homelessnhess and Prison Release:
What are the links?

There are long-established links between offending,
prison release, homelessness, and reoffending. In 2002,
New Labour’s Social Exclusion Unit produced a report,
Reducing re-offending by ex-prisoners - often still
regarded as a seminal piece of work. This report’s lasting
influence is not merely for its clear identification and
evidencing of a lack housing, or insecure housing tenure,
as a key element in reoffending and reconviction, nor for
its recognition of ex-prisoners as a group facing multiple
exclusion, rather than merely a group of ‘ex-offenders’.

It is also still regarded as a key touch point because, as
several commentators have declared, despite the wealth
of policy developments and initiatives across housing,
homelessness, and criminal justice systems to improve
housing outcomes for prison leavers, ‘it feels as if so little
has changed’ (Bowpitt, 2016; Bozkina and Hardwicke, 2021).

Repeated studies since this 2002 report have also
continued to establish that securing adequate housing
for ex-offenders reduces rates of recidivism, with
those released into homelessness significantly more
likely to reoffend. Data from 2019 revealed that those
experiencing street homeless are the most likely

to reoffend (68%), followed by those in temporary
accommodation (59%) and permanent housing (42%)
(cited in Bozkina and Hardwicke, 2021). In particular,
‘dynamic housing circumstances’ or, transience,
contributes to the likelihood of an individual reoffending
(ibid).

In 2020, the Ministry of Justice reported that 15,384
prisoners were released into homelessness or otherwise
unsettled accommodation and 2,775 (or 4%) were
released into rough sleeping. In 2021/22, 11% of people
leaving custody were released from prison to the streets
or other forms of homelessness (DLUHC, 2022).

Similarly, an earlier Ministry of Justice survey found that
nearly two in five prisoners stated that they would need
help finding a place to live when they were released
(Williamns, et. al., 2012). It also found that those prisoners
who had been sentenced to prison, probation, or
community orders previously were more likely to report
needing help finding accommodation than those who
had not been sentenced before. This report also revealed
that those prisoners who reported needing help with a
drug or alcohol problem were also more likely to report
needing help finding a place to live upon release (ibid).
Finally, and perhaps more pertinently, 60% of offenders
believe having a home would stop them from reoffending
(Williams, et. al., 2012).

Whilst a proportion of those in prison are homeless

prior to sentencing, a prisoner’s existing housing needs
are often seen to escalate whilst in prison due to such
factors as losing a tenancy, accruing arrears due to
inadequate administration of housing benefit payments
or inadequate communication with housing providers, or
due to friends and family no longer being willing — or able
—to allow a return to the home after release (Bozkina and
Hardwicke 2021). On the latter point, reviews in 2017
and 2019 by Lord Farmer asserted the importance of
enabling prisoners to maintain links with their family, and
the potential role this could play in reducing reoffending.
Maintaining family links has also been identified as an
important ‘protective factor’ to preventing homelessness
post-release (Bruton and Hopkins, 2012; Niven and
Stewart, 2005).

Nonetheless, evidence suggests that there is insufficient
investment in assisting prisoners to maintain family
relationships, whilst acknowledging this work requires
robust attention to risk assessment and mitigation if
prisoners are to return to family following their sentence. 3

“Being homeless or lacking a stable address upon release
Is associated with greater risk of a return to offending
and with a range of other negative outcomes.”

(Fraser and Grimshaw, 2004)

“The provision of suitable accommodation is a necessary,
if not sufficient, condition for the reduction of reoffending.”

(HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2014)

3 Personal wellbeing (peer support, emotional support, and family support) is part of the current Dynamic Framework funding which began in June 2021.



Acknowledging the links between prison release,
homelessness, reoffending and other ‘negative
outcomes’, however, must go beyond notions of
immediacy; that those released from prison are
statistically more likely to become homeless or face
uncertain housing futures. It must also acknowledge
the bi-directional links between ‘offending backgrounds’,
homelessness, and longer-term housing instability.
A high proportion of those sleeping rough have at
some point in their lives spent time in prison, and
unstable accommodation before imprisonment is
common - with one study suggesting around 15%
of prisoners are already homeless when they begin

a prison sentence (Williams, et. al, 2012). Those
homeless at the commencement of their sentence are
also at higher risk of reoffending, with 79% going on
to reoffend within one year (Bozkina and Hardwicke,
2021). Those on ‘short sentences’ of twelve months
or less are statistically more likely to have been
homeless prior to custody and are more likely to
reoffend on release; evidencing the repeated ‘cycle’
of homelessness, ‘short sentences’, and further
offending (Welford et. al., 2021).

‘Release Day’

Release from prison can be a ‘shock to the system’;
psychologically, materially, and logistically. Practice-
based evidence has repeatedly shown that those
released from prison often have a large schedule of
appointments to attend within the first week, often at
multiple locations and with multiple agencies. This can
create unrealistic expectations for prisoner-leavers,
who are often having to learn, or re-learn, how to, for
example, navigate public transport and manage their
schedules; creating additional burdens at an already
disorientating, fragile, and alienating time.

This, in part, has led to sustained calls for consistent
and effective cross-organisational working post-
release (Penfold, et. al., 2009; ModJ, 2021; Bozkina and
Hardwicke, 2021; Welford €t. al., 2021), and speaks
not only to the need for effective co-ordination upon
release and in the early stages of release, but through
longer-term periods of ‘resettlement’. In response to
repeated evidence of the sometimes overwhelmingly
challenging and complex systems faced by prison-leavers,
in February 2020 the ModJ announced they were putting
‘ioined up working at the heart’ of the £20 million Prison
Leavers Project.

This ‘cross-sector innovation programme’ was launched
to improve the social inclusion of prisoners and reduce
reoffending, promoting collaboration across sectors
and at local levels to help people leaving prison desist
from crime (ModJ, 2021). In April 2022, an additional

£7 million was released to support a further 11 pilot
projects tackling ‘key drivers of offending’ including
addiction, unemployment, housing problems and
social isolation. The Prison Leavers Project also acts
as the ‘innovation hub’ of the Government’s reducing
reoffending agenda, complementing existing policy
development and interventions taking place.
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Figure 1: Prison Leavers’ Project: cross-cutting issues that affect a prison
leaver’s reintegration into society. Copyright, MoJ 2021.

In addition to the logistical and psychosocial burdens
often placed upon those newly released from prison,
material and financial constraints have consistently
proved a barrier to short, and longer term, outcomes.
This includes the prisoner discharge grant, which was
only increased to £76 from the £46 it had remained static
at since 1995, and the lack of additional resources and
assistance for basic items including transport costs,
tailetries, clothing, and essential living items (see NACRO, n.d.)

‘Friday releases’ have been a longstanding issue for
those working in and around the criminal justice system.
In 2022, around 1 in 3 prisoners were being released on
a Friday, leaving little time to arrange accommodation

or begin any basic ‘resettlement’ activities such as
registering with a GP, acquiring essential items and
registering for benefits before services shut down for
the weekend (Ministry of Justice 2022). After years of
campaigning by charities, in June 2022, the Ministry of
Justice announced that:

“Offenders with severe mental health needs or addiction
problems, or who have mobility problems, likely to end up
homeless or who have far to travel home, will be released
on the Wednesday or Thursday before their Friday release
date, with strict security screenings in place”.

This is subject to primary legislation, via the Offenders
(Day of Release from Detention) Private Members Bill,
which is awaiting its third reading in the House of Commons.

In addition, a recent report by the Prisons and Probation
Ombudsman as revealed that, between 6th September
2021 and 5th September 2002, 48 people died in the first
two weeks after release from custody; further displaying
the acute vulnerability and vast challenges faced by
those released from prison (Prison and Probations
Ombudsman, 2023).
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Lack of suitable housing options
and exclusionary practices

A lack of suitable housing options upon release from
prison remains a perennial issue and is often seen to
thwart the best efforts of prisons and probation services
to reduce reoffending and assist prisoners with a stable
and sustainable transition to ‘a life outside’. This lack
of suitable housing options can also lead to repeat
incidences of homelessness, insecurity, and instability.

It is well-established that we are deep into an enduring
‘housing crisis’. The range of social policy decisions and
their influence at systemic and practice levels, which
make up a large part of this current ‘crisis’, have led

to an absence of affordable, appropriate, and secure
housing options for individuals who are financially,
socially, or otherwise marginalised. The reasons for this
by now feel well-rehearsed but incorporate a wealth of
issues such as the lack of social housing, limited access
to the private rented sector for those on lower incomes,
disinvestment in support for single homeless people,
and a welfare benefit system that remains out of step
with the housing market and disincentivises employment
for those residing in supported housing.

These constraints can be compounded and exacerbated
for those released from prison, or with offending
backgrounds. Previous work by this author (Raisbeck,
2019) pointed to the existence of ‘exclusionary
mechanisms’ within current housing and homelessness
systems which can further preclude more marginalised
groups from achieving even a basic level of housing or
push them towards increasingly unsuitable or dangerous
alternatives (see also, Preece and Bimpson, 2019).
Social policy has long pointed to the existence of the
‘unhouseables’ (see Cowan, 2011; Bevan and Cowan,
2016), a pointedly pejorative term used to denote those
who are excluded from mainstream and commissioned
provision; usually due to their perceived ‘riskiness’.
Those with a history of offending have, historically, been
repeatedly excluded from, or found it more difficult to access,
both social housing and the private rented sector and
are often deemed one of the most ‘unhouseable’ groups.
Many are also increasingly excluded from more suitable
and reputable forms of homelessness accommodation
due to conceptions of risk, enduring stigma, and the
inability of available accommodation providers to cater
for their ‘needs’ within current funding structures.

“Many of the problems with offender accommodation
identified by the SEU in 2002 - losing tenure following
imprisonment, barriers to social and private rented
accommodation, housing benefit delays, referral
restrictions and homelessness - remain current”

(Bozkina and Hardwicke, 2020)

The quality of accommodation in which some individuals
on probation supervision are placed is unacceptably poor.
It is recognised at national level that there needs to

be more guidance about quality assurance of the
accommodation into which service users are referred,
and HMPPS should produce a set of minimum standards

and expectations”

(HM Inspectorate of Probation, 2020)



Additional barriers:
marginalised groups

While finding and sustaining accommodation can be
problematic for anyone leaving prison, evidence has
highlighted four groups that face particular barriers:
remand prisoners and those on very short-term
sentences, women, young people, and those who
were homeless on entering prison (Dore, 2015)

Since the Corston Report in 2006, which reviewed the
situations of vulnerable women in prison, women have
been seen as a group that require a different approach;
both during and after incarceration. For example,

the majority of women are in custody for non-violent
offences and have histories of trauma and abuse, with
many experiencing domestic abuse prior to custody
(Annison 2015; Prison Reform Trust, 2020). Due to their
level of vulnerability and the greater risk of harm, women
find securing suitable accommodation upon release
particularly challenging (Prison Reform Trust, 2020). In
recognition of the separate needs of women, in 2018
the government published its Female Offender Strategy,
which has been followed up in January 2023 with a
Delivery Plan.

Exempt Accommodation: Supported,

and Shared Housing Schemes

Any review of homelessness and prison release in
Birmingham cannot neglect to mention the exempt
accommaodation sector. The author of this current report
has produced two in-depth publications on this issue,
which evidence and analyse the key issues within this
sector (Raisbeck, 2018; Raisbeck, 2019). This short
overview will not replicate any of this detail, which can
be found in the two reports detailed in the bibliography
appended to this document.

No robust research into exempt accommodation referral
routes has been carried out since the pathbreaking
report ‘Risk, Safety and Wellbeing in Shared, ‘Exempt’
Accommodation’ (Raisbeck, 2018), which revealed that
14 prisons were known to be referring into Birmingham'’s
non-commissioned exempt sector. However, it is
important to note that, despite continuing efforts to
reform the sector, repeated practice-based evidence
suggests that areas from across the country are still
‘sending’ newly released prisoners to Birmingham’s
exempt accommodation sector. This is despite
research evidence continually highlighting the varying,
or impeded, attention to personal safety and risk
mitigation and the obvious inappropriateness of many
of these placements; for the individual or for others

living within the accommodation.

This is something of a perennial if not unavoidable issue
when discussing homelessness and prison release in
Birmingham, and will be returned to in the thematic
learning review in Section 6.

Whilst it is the case that there are no robust evaluations
of UK supported housing schemes for prison leavers
(Centre for Homeless Impact, 2022), it has certainly been
suggested by various research and evidence reviews
that shared housing or ‘hostel-type’ accommodation is
inappropriate, if not deleterious, for many individuals and,
particularly for those released from prison, unconducive
to rehabilitation and resettlement. This includes a
concern that accommodation schemes exclusively for
those released from prison can facilitate the development
of ‘criminal networks’ (ibid).

Despite this, shared and exempt accommodation and
commissioned ‘offenders accommodation’ schemes
remain, currently, the ‘default’ re-housing option for many
prison-leavers who resettle in Birmingham.

“Multiple Disadvantage”

There is evidence to suggest that many of those in prison,
and those released from prison, experience multiple and
intersecting forms of disadvantage

(Bramley; et. al., 2015; Durcan, 2021; Welford et. al., 2021).
Multiple disadvantage is more often associated with
persistent and low-level acquisitive offending, such as
shoplifting and theft, which is often driven by addiction
(Welford et. al., 2021). Short-sentence prisoners are also
more often affected by homelessness, substance misuse,
poverty, and debt (ibid). Nonetheless, the wider prison
population also has greater incidences of mental health
problems, substance use and experience of trauma than
the general population (Durcan, 2021).

Many who enter prison may already have experience of
such issues. However, there is also evidence to suggest
prison sentences can not only exacerbate pre-existing
issues but can cause new or repeated experiences.

S0, whilst ‘offending’ is often used as part of the qualifying
criteria to access services funded to cater for ‘complex
needs’ or ‘multiple disadvantage’ outside of the prison
estate 4 it is debatable whether many prison leavers are
responded to, and understood as experiencing, multiple
disadvantage, or are still viewed first and foremost as
‘ex-offenders’.

Mental health issues have often been linked to offending
histories and ‘multiple disadvantage’. However, research
and evidence around mental health in prisons is not as
robust as it could - and arguably should — be, although
available evidence suggests it is a growing concern.

4 See, for example, the Making Every Adult Matter (MEAM) approach: http://meam.org.uk/the-meam-approach/
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In a report by HMI Inspectorate of Prisons in 2020,
71% of women and 47% of men in prison reported
having mental health problems. However, as the Centre
For Mental Health recently highlighted, screening and
assessment processes are not robust, and much need
is likely to go unidentified (Durcan, 2021). Nonetheless,
in recent years, incidences of suicide and recorded
self-harm and violence have reached record levels in
prisons (ibid).

Stigma and Trauma

Stigma

There is a wealth of research and evidence around the
stigma experienced by those who have served time

in prison; both personally and within service access
and provision. A criminal record or an identity as an
‘offender’ is seen to limit not just housing opportunities,
but also life chances. Incarceration is viewed as a form
of ‘structural stigma’ that ‘constrains the opportunities,
resources, and well-being of stigmatised groups’
(Hatzenbuehler et. al, 2013).

The stigma of an identity as an ‘offender’ can affect an
individual’s sense of self, their ability to reintegrate and
resettle, and to form new relationships. The structural
stigma of being an ‘offender’ can limit access to housing
and other resources seen as important — or necessary

— for resettlement, reintegration and desistance, such

as employment. Access to decent housing is seen as a
foundation for achieving ‘resettlement success’ (Fontaine
and Biess, 2012); having not just material but also
symbolic value. As Keene et. al., (2018) state:

“Given that many formerly
incarcerated people experience
economic marginalisation and
housing challenges prior to their
incarceration, access to stable and
decent housing may allow them to
construct a new sense of economic
independence and self-sufficiency,
identities that provide distance from
both the stigma of prison, and the
stigma of economic disadvantage”.

Conversely, lack of access to decent housing may reinforce
the stigma associated with imprisonment. Those who
have had contact with the criminal justice system are
often deemed the ‘hardest to house’, as exclusionary
practices work against them, with what might be termed
a ‘discourse of worthiness’ often leaving them with access
to only the least desirable forms of accommodation.

Trauma

Trauma-informed principles are fairly well-established
concept within homelessness and supported housing
contexts. More commonly, these principles are used
to understand and cater for women’s experiences

of homelessness and housing. It is less common to
see experience of prison designated as a traumatic
experience and one that requires the adoption of
trauma-informed principles within the design and
delivery of non-specialist services.

Nonetheless, in the most recent HMCIP report, safety
outcomes were rated as ‘poor’ across 19 prisons holding
adult and young adult men. One in five men and women
in prison stated they felt unsafe in custody, and 53% of
women and 27% of men disclosed previous experiences
of emotional, physical, or sexual abuse (HMCIP, 2022).
Prison can also be a site of retraumatisation — just as
prison can create new and repeated experiences of
homelessness and disrupted housing, it can also be

a site of new, or repeat, traumatisation; something

that is not necessarily recognised by non-specialist
organisations working with those released from prison.

The Homelessness Reduction
Act 2017

Largely in response to the growing problem of
homelessness and the notion that far too many individuals
were being ‘turned away’ from a priority need-led system,
and incorporating legislative direction and insights from
Scotland and Wales, The Homelessness Reduction Act
2017 came into force in England on April 3rd 2018.
This Act places ‘universal’ duties on authorities in
England to prevent and relieve the homelessness of all
eligible applicants.

Prevention duty: local authorities must take ‘reasonable
steps’ to prevent the homelessness of all eligible
applicants who are at risk of becoming homeless within
56 days. This duty applies to anyone seeking assistance,
regardless of whether they have a ‘local connection’

to the authority area within which they are applying.

Relief duty: local authorities must take ‘reasonable steps’
to secure accommodation for all eligible applicants who
become homeless. The ‘relief period’ lasts for 56 days
and, if homelessness has not been relieved during that
time period, the case will be assessed for ‘main duty’.

The Act also introduced Personal Housing Plans (PHPs)
for all applicants under both prevention and relief duties.
All eligible applicants are entitled to an assessment and
must be given a PHP, which sets out the steps both the
individual and the local authority must take to ensure

an applicant can retain, or find suitable alternative,
accommodation.



The Duty to Refer came into force on October 1st, 2018.
This places a duty on certain public authorities to refer,
with consent, people to a housing authority if they are
homeless, or likely to become so within 56 days.

This duty falls upon a range of statutory organisations,
and includes prisons and probation authorities.

The duty to provide advisory services: Housing authorities
now have a duty to provide or secure the provision of
free advice and information about homelessness and
the prevention of homelessness. This amended the
1996 Housing Act to stipulate that advisory services
must be designed to meet the needs of persons within
the authority’s district, with the particular needs of
certain groups taken into account. 5

In response to the new duties contained within the
Homelessness Reduction Act, The MHCLG and Ministry
of Justice (2019) have published best practice guidance
and research into the production of prison release
protocols. These set out the agreed responsibilities of
local authorities, local prisons and probation providers,
and arrangements for completing homelessness
assessments and producing and sharing personal
housing plans.

There has, so far, been no robust research or evaluation of
the Duty to Refer or the Homelessness Reduction Act
specifically in the context of prisons and probation services.

Transforming Rehabilitation
and ‘Reunification’

It is important to acknowledge that there have been

significant changes to the Criminal Justice System in
England since the commencement of the JQ Hub in
December 2019.

In 2013, the Transforming Rehabilitation strategy was
launched. This included a ‘Through the Gate’ resettlement
service and an extension of rehabilitation services to
those receiving a sentence of less than 12 months. These
reforms also divided services and responsibilities between
the National Probation Service (NPS) and 21 Community
Rehabilitation Companies (CRCs). The NPS had
responsibility for the management of higher-risk offenders,
whilst CRCs had responsibility for the supervision of those
with low to medium risk, including supervising those who
had received a prison sentence of less than 12 months.
From 2015, eight CRCs provided resettlement services
for people in prison.

Due to perceived ‘limited progress’, coupled with ‘faulty
IT systems, poor communication between NPS, CRCs,
and external organisations, and CRCs more focused
on hitting targets than meeting the needs of those they
supervised’ (Bozkina and Hardwicke 2021), from 26th
June 2021 probation was, effectively, ‘reunified’, with all
offender management brought back under the NPS.

These changes include:

- Short-sentence teams will be allocated to those
serving sentences of 10 months or less

- A £200 million investment in rehabilitation
services and increasing the involvement of
voluntary sector organisations

- Probation practitioners playing a more active
role in sentence management

- Recognising the importance of involving service
users in their own assessment and sentence
management. (Bozkina and Hardwicke, 2021)

Services for the ‘reunified’ National Probation Service
were commissioned by HMPPS and the ModJ through a
‘Dynamic Framework’, to begin on ‘day one’ of the new,
reunified NPS.

Services commissioned from June 26th, 2021, under
this framework are:

- Accommodation
- Education, employment, and training

- Personal wellbeing (peer support, emotional
support, and family support)

- Specialist services to support women
(encompassing all of the services above).

A review of the Dynamic Framework, commissioned by
the Mod in 2021, identified that it ‘puts to work more
funds than ever before into the rehabilitation of offenders
in order to reduce re-offending’ (Oldfield, 2021: 6),
whilst acknowledging that it was ‘worked up quickly’
and under the extremely difficult circumstances of the
Covid-19 pandemic (ibid).

5 These are: people released from prison or youth detention accommodation; care leavers; former members of the regular armed forces; victims of domestic
abuse; people leaving hospital; people suffering from a mental illness or impairment; and any other group that the authority identify as being at particular risk of

homelessness in their district
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Government Funding and Strategy

Since Spring Housing’s JQ Hub began mobilisation
in December 2019, there have been a number of
government funding and policy commitments relating
to prison leavers and homelessness. These funding
commitments are also referenced in the latest
government rough sleeping strategy, Ending Rough
Sleeping for Good, and aligned with a policy
commitment that ‘No one should leave prison
homeless or to sleep rough’ (DLUHC, 2022).

- In January 2021 the Ministry of Justice announced
£20 million of funding to accommodate prison leavers
in temporary accommaodation for up to 12 weeks in
5 of the new 12 probation regions. The programme
housed up to 2396 prison leavers with low level
support. This scheme, titled the CAS3 scheme,
is not intended to replace local authority statutory
homelessness duties, but to provide additional services
when all other options have been fully explored.

This scheme is being rolled out in the remaining
6 probation regions, including the West Midlands
through 2022-2023.

- A £6 million complex needs pilot to help prison leavers
secure stable accommodation for up to two years
was announced in November 2018. The pilot has been
running since August 2019 and has housed 324 prison
leavers with complex needs from HMP Bristol, HMP
Leeds, and HMP Pentonville.

- Continue expansion for Approved Premises for high
risk offenders

- In July 2021, the Accommodation for Ex-Offenders
Scheme was launched, awarding funding to 145 local
authorities to provide a range of support, such as rental
deposits, landlord incentives and dedicated support
staff, including landlord liaison and tenancy support/
sustainment officers.

- A commitment, as part of the 2022 Rough Sleeping
strategy, to ‘more than double the amount of housing
specialists in prisons so people at risk of homelessness,
including rough sleeping, get better help planning for
their release across every region of England and Wales’.

- As part of the Reducing Reoffending programme,
the government intends to introduce ‘Resettlement
Passports’ — a form of identification that helps
prisoners to access essential services such as housing,
employment, and healthcare.

- HMPPS have published a national accommodation
framework which sets out their aims for improving
housing outcomes with the unified probation model.

This includes:

- Reciprocal staff training with Ministry of Housing
Communities and Local Government

- Improving the quality of Duty to Refer referrals and
ensuring they are made on time

- Work with DWP to access universal credit in a timely way

- Embedding Homelessness Prevention Taskforces into
the future probation model to work through barriers to
gaining accommodation and working with the voluntary
sector, social and private landlords in doing so.

This overview of research, policy and practice related

to prison release and homelessness sets the context

for the commissioning, set up and operation of the JQ
Hub. It outlines many of the driving factors for creating a
dedicated service for prison leavers in order to prevent
homelessness, mitigate for the effects of prison
sentences, and provide pathways and integrated services
to promote and enhance wellbeing and ‘recovery’. It also
highlights the dynamic and changing contexts around
the criminal justice system and its interrelated systems.
The following section will outline the key features of the
JQ Hub and draw further on this overarching context to
provide rationale, explication, and detail.
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4. The Hub: Model and Operations

This section describes the set up and operation of the JQ Hub, outlining its key features and the context
and rationale underpinning them. It also introduces relevant monitoring data alongside themes from
interviews, observation, and interaction. The themes discussed in this section largely centre on staff
and professional stakeholder experiences at an operational level.

The JQ Hub operates from a building in the Jewellery
Quarter area of Birmingham. It accepts clients on an
‘appointment only’ basis and has a core staffing team
who work directly from the Hub. The staffing team is
comprised of;

- 3 Support Workers (in-reach support for Spring’s
own supported accommodation)

- 3 Community Navigators (housing and support
referrals)

- 1 Service Manager

There are a number of services that have at various
points, and for differing durations, been based at the
Hub for a portion of the week. 6 This has included
representatives from Birmingham City Council Housing
Options Team, the Pure Project (‘Placing Vulnerable
Urban Residents in Employment), and commissioned
services for ‘offenders’. Currently, a Case Manager from
the homelessness charity Crisis works from the Hub
three days a week, providing holistic, specialist support
for those with multiple needs.

Agencies can refer clients into the Hub via telephone or
email, with the vast majority of client assessments carried
out over the telephone.

Service Aims:

The Hub adopts a multi-agency approach, offering

a range of person-centred and practical advice and
support to those released from a custodial sentence.
The Hub provides advice and receives and makes
onward referrals for support and assistance around a
range of issues including housing, health, employment
and training, mental health, physical health and
wellbeing, substance misuse, and various social inclusion
and community-based activities.

One of the primary commissioning principles underpinning
the Hub is to ‘stabilise accommodation’, with the view
that once stable, sustainable accommodation is achieved,

access to appropriate additional, holistic, and flexible
support can be adequately explored and facilitated.

As such, the Hub works with its clients to identify clear,
achievable housing goals, with the aim of preventing the
need to access crisis provision.

Overall, the Hub aims to provide early and targeted support
to aid recovery and resilience; improve client outcomes and
contribute to a reduced likelihood of re-offending.

Eligibility:
Clients eligible for the service are those over the age of
18 years being released from custodial services:

- with a local connection to Birmingham as per the
Housing Act 1996 (part 7)

- who are homeless or imminently at risk of homelessness.

Exclusions

Outside of the eligibility criteria set out, the Hub does not
stipulate any grounds for exclusion. The Hub endeavours
to work proactively to reduce barriers to access: where
necessary liaising with Lead Workers 7 to co-ordinate
support to individuals from Birmingham.

Client groups out of scope:
- Those where the head of household is under the age
of 18 years

- Whilst a voluntary commitment to collaborate with
public bodies with homelessness referral duties may
be necessary and desirable, the Hub is not a statutory
homelessness prevention service assisting individuals
who are ‘homeless on the day’, nor does it perform
any statutory duties or functions as described in the
Homelessness Reduction Act 2017

6 Due to various personnel changes within organisations, and adapted working practices post-Covid, some of these co-working arrangements have been short-lived.
7 This is a support service commissioned by Birmingham City Council and delivered across a range of organisations.



Accepts referrals from a
range of agencies for clients
newly released from custody
and requiring housing and
wellbeing support

Referrals to commissioned
Community Navigators
and Lead Workers to assist
with housing sustainment,
wellbeing, and ongoing
resettlement

Advice, support, and liaison
to enable clients to manage
and sustain accommodation

Enable stabilisation and
progress through the
development of client-led
professional relationships,
active listening, and proactive
support

Create safety, quality,
consistency, and assurance
within accommodation
referrals and placements

Create a robust
understanding of, and
proportionate protocols
around, risk mitigation;
ensuring the safety of both
clients and the wider public

Develops strength-based
needs and risk assessments
and support plans with
individuals accessing

the Hub

Referrals to the
Homelessness Transition
Worker Service (HTWS) for
ongoing resettlement into
non-commissioned exempt
accommodation

Liaison with new and existing
accommodation providers to
assess property standards
and suitability and encourage
best practice

Support clients to sustain
tenancies, improve resilience,
maintain independence, and
reduce rates of reoffending

Promote non-judgement,
fairness, and dignity towards
marginalised groups

Create positive and
constructive pathways and
channels of communication
with a range of partner
agencies; providing and
accepting feedback and
working together on creative
solutions

Quiality referrals into local
authority commissioned,
supported accommodation

Quiality referrals to a range

of other support agencies,
based on client profile,
needs, and preferences
(including debt and welfare
benefits, physical and mental
health, family and other social
relationships, peer support)

Managing the Charter of
Rights for non-commissioned
exempt accommodation,
including new members,

and good practice amongst
existing members.

Implement pragmatic
problem solving and assist
clients to navigate systems
and processes, overcoming
barriers and facilitating
equitable access into a range
of services

Promote strengths-based
ways of working within the
organisation and amongst
partner agencies

Identify and support best
practice and the development
of innovative solutions for
continual improvement

Quiality referrals into non-
commissioned, supported
accommodation

Liaison with Probation and
other relevant agencies

to address and resolve
housing access or
sustainment issues

Training and engagement
with other agencies in the
interests of the client group

Foster a rights-based
approach; providing
advocacy and guidance
where needed to ensure
clients are fully aware of
their rights and responsibilities
and are able to participate
across services

Reduce social, financial,
and institutional exclusion
through empowerment,
support, and advocacy

Provide timely interventions
to reduce the risk of crisis
and support a reduction in
reoffending
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A note on re-offending

Whilst a reduction in rates of reoffending is a wider
aim of the JQ Hub, it is not one of the Hub’s primary
aims, and there are no performance metrics relating
to this within commissioning contracts or within this
report. There are, as discussed in Section 3, above,
evidenced links between housing stability and rates

of reoffending. The Hub’s core functions of creating
safe and sustainable housing pathways and facilitating
holistic wellbeing support options are both important
facets of ‘successful’ resettlement and desistance
from further offending but are not in and of themselves
sufficient to attribute to reoffending rates.

There are multiple and complex reasons why an
individual may reoffend, and it is important that
distinctions between the remits of organisations

are retained. The Hub is primarily concerned with
preventing and reducing homelessness, preventing
and mitigating for crisis situations, and aiding
resettlement. These are all potential ‘protective
factors’ to support a reduction in reoffending and
should be viewed as part of a multi agency approach
with evidenced potential to assist individuals to reduce
their offending behaviour.

Key partners:

The Hub team closely liaise with and work alongside a
range of partners. This is to ensure:

- An adequate level of specialism and expertise is
avalilable for each client

- Clients have access to holistic and wrap around
support options

- Personal and public safety and risk mitigation are at
optimum levels

- Misinformation, ‘information gaps’, and inappropriate
referrals are avoided

- Relationships, feedback loops, and capacity-building
between relevant organisations is achieved and sustained

- Mutual learning, best practice and continual service
improvement is facilitated and encouraged

- The risk of clients ‘dropping out’ of often complex
service networks and systems is avoided

- The risk of clients falling into crisis or hardship through
unmet need is reduced;

- Client experience is improved.

The following tables reflects the range of partners closely engaged with the JQ Hub. It is representative

of the types of organisations and is not exhaustive.

Commissioned Non-commissioned
accommodation accommodation
providers providers

Lead worker services

Crisis Case Manager

HMPs (prior to June 2021) Birmingham City Council
Spring’s Community Rehabilitation
accommodation Companies (prior to
services June 2021)

The Shaw Trust Debt and welfare benefits

advice

Drug and alcohol services

Department of Work and
Pensions

Homeless Transition
Worker Service

Health Services

Sifa Fireside

Community navigators

National Probation Service

Homeless charities

Catch 22

Mental health services



Partner Colocation Spotlight: Crisis

Since early 2022, a Case Manager (CM) from Crisis
has been based at the JQ Hub. The CM is based at
the Hub three days a week and receives referrals from
the JQ Hub team. The CM works with clients who
have been referred into the Hub and have multiple
needs (generally at least three support needs), and
who would benefit from a more tailored, intensive, or
wrap around approach.

All clients referred into the CM service already have
accommodation and are seeking to stabilise and move
forward. Support is tailored to the individual and, as
the service is not commissioned, can continue for as
long as it is needed by the client. The CM liaises with
Probation to ensure risk and safety are attended to,
and that full details of any offence and associated
restrictions are shared. Initially, probation officers were
often slow to provide this information to the CM, and
she was not sure whether they were fully appraised
and ‘on board’ with the service, its benefits, and what
it is tying to achieve. However, this has improved
significantly, and the CM now has a ‘good relationship’
with Probation.

Those referred into the CM service are signed up as
Crisis ‘members’, but there is no obligation to access
any of Crisis’ additional services. However, the CM
remarked that most clients do access additional Crisis
services; particularly working with a coach to become
‘job ready’, or engaging in more social, creative,

or arts-based activities to reduce isolation and provide
meaningful occupation.

The CM commented that most clients referred to her
do not have a lot of additional support and often find it
challenging to engage with separate services, so she
is able to co-ordinate, oversee, and provide consistent
support across a range of ‘remits’. Alongside

areas such as housing sustainment, training, and
employment, the CM also attends to mental health,
physical health, and wellbeing.

The CM does spend a reasonable proportion of

her time liaising with non-commissioned exempt
accommodation providers around property standards
and other issues clients have within their property.
The CM has a high level of success resolving issues
with accommodation providers, and she feels a lot
of non-commissioned providers appreciate the
additional, more holistic support she can provide

to their residents.

As the service has become embedded, Spring and
Crisis have worked together around eligibility criteria
and appropriateness of referrals. Crisis and Spring also
have monthly meetings to monitor the partnership,
‘iron out’” any issues, give feedback, and ensure the
service can continue to respond to client need and
contribute to the overarching aims of preventing
homelessness, enhancing wellbeing, and aiding
successful resettlement.

21



22

Referrals

Between 1st December 2019 to 30th November 2022
(Years 1 to 3), the JQ Hub received 1852 referrals.
Unsurprisingly for the remit and scope of the Hub,

the vast majority of referrals (n=1602) were received
criminal justice agencies (prisons, probation and,

prior to ‘reunification’, Community Rehabilitation

Companies). Other referral sources included the

local authority Housing Options Centre (HOC) with 81;
social housing providers with 18; voluntary services with
12; community mental health teams (CMHT) with 5;
self-referrals with 4; health / GP services with 4,

and social services with 2.

Referrals into JQ Hub Year 1 - Year 3

388

Reasons for unsuccessful referrals Year 1 - Year 3

AWOL/remained in custody [l 33

Referral withdrawn by probation _ 88

No capacity - 15

Needs Too High [l 31

Unable to manage risk - 26
Refused support offered [l 17

Did not attend appointments/did . 16
not call back or contact

1437

. Number of referrals accepted
. Unsuccessful referrals

. Pending from Year 3

Referrals into holistic (hon-accommodation) support

Learning Disability & Difficulty I 13
Support Services

Advocacy Service - 68
Legal Advice | 1

Mediation and Reconciliation I 19
Services

Referred to DWP Worker _ 230
Debt Advice Service [l 39

Drug / Alcohol Service - 124

Did not meet eligibility criteria [ 106

otver [N 56

Mental Health Service - 156

Lead Worker Service _ 421



What is a RARF form?

The West Midlands Regional Accommodation /
Support Referral From (RARF) is used by statutory
criminal justice agencies, and contracted partners,
to refer individuals into accommodation and support.
This form is used by the JQ Hub as the primary site
of information on a client. The information contained
is comprehensive, containing detail on areas such as
demographics, other personal details, support needs,
accommodation history and current needs and
requirements, offence and risk-related information.

When a client is referred to the Hub, the team prioritise
obtaining and stabilising accommodation, and ensuring
that there is, as far as possible, continuity and
comprehensiveness of support for those released from
custody. This process includes liaison with Probation
around the suitability of potential accommodation
placements, liaison with accommodation providers,
and onward referrals to a range of partner agencies.

Good practice box: Referrals

Hub staff ensure any referrals into their service receive
an acknowledgement and they ensure partner agencies
receive feedback if a referral wasn’t successful.

Additionally, the Hub aims to provide constructive
feedback to partner organisations on their referral
processes and customer literature (such as leaflets).
The Hub team are also open to continual improvement
within their own processes and encourage an open
dialogue with partner agencies.

Sometimes all relevant details are not completed

to the level required for adequate accommodation
placements, and this can cause delays whilst this is
collected in conjunction with the referring agency.

Hub staff have worked with criminal justice agencies to
ensure the RARF form is strengths-based and contains
all the information need to make adequate, safe and
transparent accommodation and support referrals to
partner agencies. They have also worked to reduce
the level of duplication between referral forms and
procedures so that clients and prospective clients are
not asked for the same information numerous times.

The Hub team endeavour to ensure that clients are not
merely ‘signposted’ to other agencies for additional
support alongside an accommodation placement.
Instead, they aim to facilitate ‘safe connections’ to other
organisations as part of a planned, holistic approach.
This necessitates good working relationships with
partner agencies and a mutual understanding of each
other’s working practices. (See section 4 for more on
partnerships and facilitating systems change).

“Other hubs don’t respond or ask for feedback

or a conversation after the you reject a referral -
they just move to the next option, but the hub do”
(Exempt provider)

“Like everything, we get better as we go along.
We learn together and we have a feedback loop
and we revise and adapt to each other as we go
along, as much as we can” (Exempt provider)

) ) 'SPTJT'LE —
Hub staff worked with NPS to adjust the RAF form so . SPring
that the questions were more strengths-based, and to ‘ e
reduce duplication between services, so that clients :_ 99 = ; .S.g,g‘
were not asked the same questions multiple times. 33 SR
The Hub team have recently created a leaflet “:.- @
specifically for NPS staff to share and discuss with S
their clients. This is to ensure that Probation are fully s
appraised of the Hub’s remit and scope, what it can
offer to clients, and the importance of clear transparent ' i
modes of working around housing placements. Sirtng @ )

B, 1&‘:':";-3:.,,,,, —

Figure 2: Revised JQ Hub services leaflet, specifically tailored to ensure external agencies e e

area able to make full use of the service and advise potential referees accordingly.
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‘The Pathway’: accommodation placements

“Spring...developing and maintaining the pathway has been a really solid
addition to the area [of criminal justice and homelessness]. We work really
hard to get sector buy in and help make it work”.

(Criminal justice stakeholder)

Through years 1-3, the JQ Hub made 2025 referrals into accommodation:

Deciined [ 1070
Accepted NI 055

Data was not sufficient to establish the reasons why 1070 to provide adequate reasons for why referrals were
referrals were declined, although staff have suggested many declined by providers. However, these were seen to

declinations by the provider were due to the ‘needs’ or ‘risk’ follow the overall trend of the client being ‘too high
of the individual being too high, or that there was not enough needs’ or ‘high risk. As commissioned bedspaces are
space at the accommodation scheme in question. so much lower in number than in the non-commissioned

(or ‘exempt’) sector, there is therefore, also, a much
higher likelihood that a scheme would be full at the
point of referral.

1784 referrals were made to commissioned
accommodation services. Only 125 (or 7%) of these
were accepted. Again, data was not complete enough

Referrals into commissioned accommodation Year 1 - Year 3

Accepted - 125
Declined [ 17ea

Referrals and acceptances by commissioned providers

800 771 750
600
476 402

400

200 74

21 30
0 — [ ] -
Provider 1 Provider 2 Provider 3

. Referred . Accepted . Declined



Securing and stabilising accommodation is part of the
core work of the JQ Hub. Housing stability is prioritised
for several reasons:

- The high risk of homelessness for those released
from custody

- Insecure housing related to reoffending and a range
of other negative outcomes

- Safety and protection - public and personal
- Enhancing wellbeing

- Aiding overall health and rehabilitation from
substance misuse

- Crisis prevention

- A stable base increases the likelihood of other needs
being addressed

- Stable housing can provide a base to plan for the future,
achieve goals and fulfil aspirations

In addition, the environment in Birmingham necessitates
particular attention to accommodation placements.

The high concentration of non-commissioned
accommodation providers (see Section 2 above and
Raisbeck, 2018; 2019; 2020; 2021) and the wealth

of ensuing issues around risk, safety, quality, and
accountability meant that the Hub was designed with
the intention to create a clear, consistent, and robust
‘pathway’ for all accommodation referrals into —

and out of —the Hub.

When the Hub contract was awarded in December
2019, Spring’s landmark publications on exempt
accommodation, Risk, Safety and Wellbeing
(September 2018) and Exempt from Responsibility?
(November 2019) were beginning to create better local
and national awareness of the challenges, benefits,
and potential ‘solutions’ around exempt accommodation.

These reports had highlighted the challenges posed
by, particularly, external-to-Birmingham agents of the
criminal justice system s referring those released from
custody into Birmingham’s exempt accommodation
sector without adequate knowledge and understanding
of the accommaodation, or who was running it
(Raisbeck, 2018). The lack of clarity and assurance
around exempt accommodation provision was also a
concern for those within Birmingham who were working
with prison leavers. These concerns centred around risk
management, safeguarding, health and wellbeing,

and reoffending.

Spring staff were determined to create a housing referral
pathway that introduced a level of consistency and, within
the constraints of the current market, and regulatory
environments, a level of assurance and accountability.
The Hub has worked consistently to establish a credible
‘pathway’, advocate for its utility and benefits amongst
partners, and work towards ongoing improvement.

The pathway initially aimed to:

- Ensure, as far as possible, that all referrals for prison
leavers and into accommodation are made via the Hub

- Use knowledge, experience, and research to start
creating a bank of ‘good providers’

- Regularly monitor and act upon feedback and reports
of poor practice.

In September 2020, the Charter of Rights was launched.
The Charter was co-produced by Spring Housing

and over 50 individuals with lived experience of non-
commissioned exempt accommodation. It was created
with the intention to inform and empower residents
around their rights and responsibilities, foster positive
engagement between providers and residents, and
facilitate service improvement and good practice.

The Charter provided an additional tool for the Hub;
allowing them to work with providers around adopting the
Charter and implementing good — and safe — practices.
This has allowed for a greater level of stringency and
assurance around accommodation providers included in
the ‘pathway’, as only those signed up to, and working
with, the Charter are included.

The Charter of Rights is discussed in greater detail in
section later in this report.

Placements

Hub staff will ensure they have adequate information
about a client before referring on to an accommodation
provider within the pathway. This can necessitate
returning to the original referral source (usually NPS) for
additional information to ensure quality and stringency

of information. Hub staff will also, where appropriate,
offer a needs assessment to the client to develop a more
comprehensive picture of their circumstances, needs and
requirements beyond the immediate housing referral.

The Hub’s onward referrals to accommodation providers
are strengths-based, including positive information on the
potential resident; avoiding the stigmatising and reductive
habit of characterising individuals by only their ‘risks’

or ‘needs’.

8 At that time, a combination of National Probation Service offender managers, Community Rehabilitation Companies, Prisons and, to a lesser extent, local authorities
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‘Returning clients’

The Hub has clients that ‘come through’ - or are
repeatedly referred into the Hub - in some cases on
multiple occasions.

The key reasons clients ‘come back through the Hub’
with an accommodation need are:

- Being recalled to custody and losing their tenancy
- Being arrested for further offences and re-sentenced

- Probation sourcing accommodation outside the
Hub pathway after initial referral, which is found to be
unsuitable, so the client is re-referred to the Hub again

Repeat client: Case study

Darius* had been referred to the JQ Hub multiple
times for accommodation and support prior to
being released from prison. Darius had multiple

and complex needs including severe mental

health issues, substance misuse), and emotional/
behavioural issues. It became increasingly clear that
Darius was not getting the right support to sustain
his accommodation long-term and, in many cases,
he had abandoned his accommodation and been
recalled to custody within a week. This had happened
multiple times.

After several referrals to the Hub, the latest time
Darius was referred to the Hub the staff team were
concerned all of his options had been exhausted.
Staff decided to ‘dig a little deeper’ as to why Darius
appeared to be trapped in a ‘revolving door’ of
offending, short sentences and homelessness.
Spring spoke in depth with multiple workers who
knew Darius and started to understand what was
causing him to struggle once released. This insight
helped Spring to coordinate a more detailed release
plan with the prison team, offender manager and
case worker.

- Evicted from current exempt accommodation
(commissioned or non-commissioned) because they
gain employment

- Evicted or being assisted to move on due to conduct
whilst in the accommodation — such as drug or alcohol
misuse, causing damage to property, antisocial
behaviour within and around the property.

- ‘High risk offenders’ the Hub have not been able to
house, which they refer to the local authority Housing
Options Centre, which are then re-referred to the Hub
by the local authority

A referral was also made to the co-located Crisis Case
Manager to meet Darius from prison and take him

to his new accommodation, with an agreement to
provide ongoing intensive, haolistic support. Due to the
multiagency, co-ordinated plan Spring had put in place,
one particular accommodation provider agreed to
accept Darius into a good room at a 24 hour project,
and if he maintained this room it was suggested

that he could eventually have his own self-contained
unit. Darius’ room was near reception and could be
monitored. He was also given an experienced support
worker at the accommodation to help with his needs.

Darius has been engaging positively in large part due
to the wrap around support that the JQ Hub and
Crisis Skylight have put in place, and the subsequent
increased awareness of his background and needs
given to the accommodation provider.

This case was highlighted by prison personnel as an
example of the good quality casework, tailored holistic
support and joint-working co-ordinated and led by the
JQ Hub.

*All names and identifying features have been changed



‘Not just referrals’

Part of the Hub’s function is to work in partnership with
a range of agencies to help those with an offending
background to obtain and stabilise housing, enhance
wellbeing, and reduce social and financial exclusion and
offending behaviour.

However, the JQ Hub is not designed to function
merely as a location for onward referrals to be made.
Nor is it a ‘transfer of functions’ from the local authority
Housing Options Centre to Spring Housing in order

to manage demand. From the outset, the staff team
were committed to ensuring the Hub did not become
something akin to a ‘counter service’, where people

were referred into accommodation or superficially
‘signposted’ to external services. Alongside ensuring
there was genuine and sustained multi-agency and
partnership working, Spring were keen to ensure that
they were able to provide an ‘outward-facing’ Hub
model that created wider systems and practice
change and advocated for their client group on

a structural and systemic level.

“The Hub isn'’t just doing things by rote, like, getting someone
a roof and then onto the next. It is genuinely changing
things and making them work better for everyone. It’s about
systems change as well as the good quality practice.”

[Commissioned support provider]

“The Hub feels personalised, tailored, and flexible, not done
by rote or distanced and clinical, which is what we see far

too often”.

[Exempt accommodation provider]

Part of the Hub’s function is to work in partnership with
a range of agencies to help those with an offending
background to obtain and stabilise housing, enhance
wellbeing, and reduce social and financial exclusion
and offending behaviour.

However, the JQ Hub is not designed to function merely
as a location for onward referrals to be made. Nor is it

a ‘transfer of functions’ from the local authority Housing
Options Centre to Spring Housing in order to manage
demand. From the outset, the staff team were committed
to ensuring the Hub did not become something akin

to a ‘counter service’, where people were referred into
accommodation or superficially ‘signposted’ to external
services. Alongside ensuring there was genuine and
sustained multi-agency and partnership working,

Spring were keen to ensure that they were able to provide
an ‘outward-facing’ Hub model that created wider
systems and practice change and advocated for their
client group on a structural and systemic level.

This has included:

- Liaising with probation to ensure the RAF is strengths-
based and contains more comprehensive information
to assist with quality housing referrals

- Training with other agencies around strengths-based
working

- Promotion of the Charter of Rights, Quality Standards,
Good Practice Forums, and ongoing monitoring

- Partner meetings to promote the work of the Hub,
encourage closer partnership working and remove
blockages within systems

- Disseminating information on training and good
practice
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Building partnerships: a multiagency approach
for those released from custody:

Research and practice-based evidence suggests that
strong, multiagency partnerships are needed for those
recently released from custody. Nonetheless, previous
studies have suggested that partnership working in this
area can quickly become disjointed or fragmented, with
a range of organisations with separate remits, funding
contracts, and missions expected to swiftly work in
synthesis or, as Fraser and Shaw (2004) put it:

“It is evidently inadequate to simply
throw agencies together and expect
individually tailored services to
emerge by some chemical process
of interaction”

A spotlight on: ‘Sectoral Advocacy’

The core work of the Hub is individual and operational,
and the advocacy work carried out during housing,
health, and wellbeing work also takes place,
predominantly, at this level. However, the Hub also carries
out work that is designed to change practice within
associated sectors (such as policies, procedures,
protocol, and interlinked underlying attitudes).

This work can be termed ‘sectoral advocacy’.

Whilst advocating for individuals, though, Hub staff
are also working, albeit sometimes unconsciously,

at a more strategic level. As they assist their clients
to negotiate criminal justice, housing, and welfare
systems, they begin to amass knowledge, and an
overall ‘picture’, of what is and is not working.

This helps them to work towards overcoming barriers,
‘plugging gaps’, and creating meaningful change that
will apply to all cases, not just to those clients who
have a Hub worker advocating for them.

Hub staff endeavour to work strategically to incorporate
and account for a range of agencies and their individual
working practices and responsibilities. Hub staff are aware
of their primary role as co-ordinators of sustainable
housing and support solutions, whilst also being aware
of the need to manage risk, and to foster environments
that support tailored, realistic resettiement plans that aim
to reduce reoffending. A key component of multiagency
work around those recently released from custody
involves ensuring boundaries and remits between
separate agencies are preserved, and that advocacy
and ‘assurance work’ avoids supplanting the specialist
role of statutory criminal justice agencies.

The creation, establishment and sustainment of the
accommodation ‘pathway’ is a clear example of the Hub’s
sectoral advocacy function, despite some systemic
barriers prohibiting its use in all cases (see Section 6,
below), as is the partnership and advocacy work that
was involved in adapting the RARF to better meet the
needs of those seeking accommaodation.

However, there is a natural tension between maintaining
relationships in order to carry out individual advocacy
and casework and performing wider sectoral advocacy.
Building and maintaining positive relationships is vital for
resettlement work and risk management to occur, and
this has meant that the Service Manager has often taken
on the wider sectoral advocacy role, spearheading
momentum for change whilst utilising the wealth of
knowledge, insight and understanding gathered through
staff casework and individual advocacy.



The Charter of Rights

“We use the Charter inside [prisons] and we work with a
range of agencies to encourage its use. It’'s been the best
initiative to tackle poor accommodation standards we’ve
had yet, and you can tell the difference”.

“The properties Spring use are generally much, much better
than seen elsewhere and that’s due to the Charter”.

[Prison workers]

In 2019 Spring Housing were asked by Birmingham City
Council to develop a Charter of Rights for residents living
in, or considering living in, non-commissioned exempt
accommodation. This project was commissioned after
extensive research and engagement work carried out
within the non-commissioned exempt sector over the
previous three years. The most significant pieces of work
around this were two reports published in 2018 and
2019. The first report ‘Risk, Safety and Wellbeing in
Non-commissioned Exempt Accommodation’ (Raisbeck,
2018) was commissioned by Birmingham Safeguarding
Adults Board and carried out by The Housing and
Communities Research Group at the University of
Birmingham, in partnership with Spring Housing.

The second report, ‘Exempt from Responsibility?’:
Ending social injustice in exempt accommodation’
(Raisbeck, 2019) was commissioned by Commonweal
Housing, and carried out by Spring Housing and the
Housing and Communities Research Group.

Both reports were commissioned in response to increasing
concerns about the size and large variances in quality
and scope within the non-commissioned exempt sector
in Birmingham, and the potential impacts on residents;
many of whom are socially and economically marginalised.

9 Handbook and charter

The engagement and development phases took place
between September 2019 — September 2020 and
adopted a ‘participatory’ approach; in close partnership
with current residents of exempt accommodation, or
those with lived experience. Resident-participants were
consulted at every step of the process, to ensure the
final product was meaningful, useful, and accessible
and over 50 individuals with lived experience co-created
the final documents. 9

The Charter aims to engage and support both
providers and residents, with the overall aim of
improving standards, consistency, transparency,
and communication.

L
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Since the Charter was launched it has been used
extensively by the JQ Hub as part of an ongoing project
to streamline referrals and create a consistent, safe,
and accountable accommodation ‘pathway’ used by
all agencies housing individuals who have recently been
released from custody.

So far, over 110 providers have ‘signed up’ to the
Charter, completed self-assessments on good practice,
carried out surveys with residents, and are working
towards embedding more consistent, clear, accountable,
and safe practices. Spring will only refer to those
providers who are signed up to the Charter and are
working proactively and positively to improve practice.
JQ Hub staff have implemented the pathway to ensure
other referring agencies also adhere to this rubric.

The Exempt Accommodation Quality Standards, 10
created by Birmingham Voluntary Service Council
(BVSC), are used alongside the Charter for assurance
purposes. Hub staff see the Charter as a way for many
providers to ‘build up’ to completing the more robust
Quality Standards assessment, which is viewed as
having a greater level of accountability and assessment
than the Charter can provide.

‘Good practice forums’ are held regularly with providers
signed up to the Charter, and these providers have a
clear pathway into Spring to discuss any issues with
implementation or to feed in new ideas.

Since 2021, five Charter of Rights Good Practice Forums
have taken place, chaired by a representative from
Spring Housing. All have been well-attended by exempt
providers and have covered topic such as:

- Good practice self-assessments and questionnaires
- The Homeless Transition Service Worker scheme

- ‘Safe mixes’ within shared accommodation

- Customer Involverment

- The BVSC Quality Standards

- Birmingham City Council’s strategic position
and an ‘open floor’ with BCC representatives

The JQ Hub Service Manager carries out an introductory
workshop with all providers interested in signing up

to the Charter and actively promotes the Charter and
Quality Standards within professional networks.

Whilst the Charter was, overall, praised as a useful tool,
some stakeholders did suggest it should be reviewed
regularly, in conjunction with residents, and be adapted

10 https://www.bvsc.org/quality-standards

to suit various client groups. Some commented that its
use seemed to be stretched beyond its original purpose:
for residents to be empowered and able to communicate
with their landlord and hold them to account.

“l always thought the Charter was

about the residents. It seems to be
used more like a quality standards
thing but slightly different.”

[Commissioned accommodation provider]

“The Charter is good, but needs to
be more of a dynamic document
and reviewed regularly, it would be
very useful to have [the Charter]

in other areas in the country.”

[Commissioned referrals service]

“l think certain groups should have
their own Charter, like those who
get a short recall and people throw
their belongings away. There should
be a code of practice about how
these things work”

[HMPS worker]

“People are being placed in
accommodation approved by police
but where the standards are really,
really poor. More often than not
these placements are from out of
area local authorities. We have a list
of accommodation, and the providers
are signed up to the Charter of
Rights - but, just relying on that...
how far can we rely on it for the
things we need to rely on it for”?

[Senior criminal justice worker]
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5. Mobilisation, Changes

and Adaptations

“Covid has created a monster in terms of co-location and hybrid working.”

[Commissioned support provider]

Co-location

Part of the original design - and mobilisation plans

- for the JQ Hub included having several services
‘co-located’ within the building. This was envisaged

as a way for those recently released from prison to
engage with a range of services ‘under one roof’, rather
than attempting to navigate a myriad of services and
appointments, often at disparate locations.

During the initial mobilisation period, Spring’s Director
of Support Services and New Business convened an
advisory group of key stakeholders 11 and co-ordinated
a mobilisation plan that included the co-location of
several organisations within the Hub, such as probation,
the DWP, the local authority housing options team,
and drug and alcohol services. However, and largely
due to the Covid-19 pandemic, attempts to put this
into practice were largely stymied. Whilst the pandemic
seems, thus far and at least in terms of social
distancing requirements, largely ‘over’, the legacy

of altered working practices has remained.

This includes:

- Working from home being more accepted and
‘usual’ within organisations

- A lack of willingness for staff to volunteer for
co-located working

- Staffing shortages, speculatively attributed to
post-pandemic shifts in priorities for many workers

Whilst several services have based a staff member at
the Hub for a portion of the week, it is not a co-location
model to the extent originally planned.

Several external agencies referenced a perceived
deviation from the original model of the Hub, which was
something they envisaged as being ‘a one stop shop’,
or a ‘busy and buzzy multiagency Hub’.

11 This included the DWP, Probation, CRC (pre ‘reunification’), Birmingham City Council, commissioned accommodation services for offenders, substance misuse services.

This was viewed as the unique value of a Hub for those
released from custody — avoiding clients being ‘passed
between’ services and a way to secure continuity

of care and produce more ‘seamless’, productive,
partnerships.

Senior Spring staff felt that they had still been able to
create and maintain positive partnerships and working
practices with other agencies, despite the manner of
this being somewnhat different than originally planned.
As one senior Spring staff member commented:

“It feels more sessional than
co-locational...partnership working
is physically more remote [than
first envisaged]. It is about safe
connections rather than simple
signposting, so a way forward
from where some agencies are,
but further away from what it was
originally intended to be...there’s
not really any partners we’ve got
there that we’d like...we just need
to deepen and strengthen the
existing relationships we have”
Spring staff felt those released from custody were not
necessarily ‘missing out’ by not having a DWP staff
member present at the Hub, as there is now a team
at the local DWP office specifically set up to work with
this client group, and Spring staff closely liaise with
this team. However, this agreement is only for those

released from HMP Birmingham, and only when an
address has been secured.



Liaison and partnership working with drug and alcohol
services was not perceived to be as strong as it could
be, or as was originally planned. There was, initially,

a process in place for Hub staff to ensure that those
clients referred to them with current substance misuse
issues had also been referred to the appropriate

drug and alcohol service by their probation officer.
However, it was clear that there was some doubt and
confusion by relevant stakeholders as to whether this
role was, or should be, within the remit of the Hub and
most attempts to seek assurance were frustrated.

Nonetheless, several external stakeholders did suggest
that the lack of ‘in-house’ substance misuse input was
surprising, considering the links between prison release
and drug overdose fatalities (e.g. see Shewan et al.,
2000), and the perceived tendency for newly-released
prisoners to ‘go missing’ and relapse.

In order to have some assurance around continuity

of care for substance misuse issues, Spring worked
with the probation service to ensure questions around
substance misuse were added to the RARF, but this has
been a far as they have been able to take this process.

Learning point box: Substance Misuse

Over one third of people in prison are serving a sentence for
crimes relating to drug use (Home Office 2022).

A continuous, integrated care pathway from prison to the
community is viewed as imperative for supporting recovery
from substance misuse and reducing reoffending. A 2017
evidence review of drug treatment in England highlighted
the risk of relapse and reoffending among substance-
misusing prisoners and their increased vulnerability to
drug-related death in the weeks following release.

“For UK prisoners, the risk of a
drugs-related death is 7.5 times
higher in the first fortnight after their
release than at comparable other
times at liberty. Indeed, one in 200
released prisoners, with a history
of heroin injection, die from a drugs-
related death within four weeks

of leaving prison. Nearly all these
overdose deaths are potentially
preventable.”

[Kings College London, N-Alive project]

Active substance misuse issues can also be a prohibiting
factor to obtaining accommodation, as many providers
will not accept those not engaging with treatment services,
with others not willing to accept anyone with disclosed
substance misuse problems. Stable accommodation

is viewed as crucial for accessing, and maintaining

More broadly, some external stakeholders felt there was
a lack of ‘buy in’ for the Hub model by some, particularly
statutory, agencies, which has prevented it from being
as co-ordinated as it could be. This was not fully borne
out by qualitative enquiry with Spring staff and relevant
partner agencies, although there was acknowledgement

engagement with, treatment services. Those unable
to access accommodation due to their substance
misuse risk a ‘revolving door’ or prison release and
homelessness.

“Not having a stable home makes
it difficult to access, or keep
appointments with, treatment
services or other medical help
while increasing use of
emergency services”

(Kushel et al., 2002).

“Research has stressed the

impossibility of improving treatment
outcomes unless basic needs such
as accommodation are addressed”

(Haracopos et al., 2003).

The government’s new 10 year drug plan 2022-2032,
‘From Harm to Hope’, has pledged to invest in further
treatment options and programmes within prisons, and in
more robust continuity of care and integrated pathways
for those released from custody:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/from-
harm-to-hope-a-10-year-drugs-plan-to-cut-crime-
and-save-lives/from-harm-to-hope-a-10-year-
drugs-plan-to-cut-crime-and-save-lives

that some agencies had been harder to ‘get on board’
than others. This does, however, perhaps speak more to
the need for greater clarity amongst stakeholders about
how and why the Hub model has evolved the way it has
and the co-ordinating, quality assurance role of the Hub.
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New Contracts: ‘Reunification’
and ‘The Dynamic Framework’

On 26th June 2021, probation services ‘reunified’.
Prior to this, the JQ Hub would receive referrals
direct from prisons, alongside CRCs and probation.
Resettlement teams within prisons (run by CRCs)
would interview prisoners upon intake and create a
release / resettlement plan for planned releases that
incorporated their needs and requirements.

Referrals for accommodation or other wellbeing needs
were not, automatically, sent to the JQ Hub - this would
be dependant on the needs of the client and

the availability of accommodation for those needs.

Former resettlement staff at HMP Birmingham felt

the monthly pathway meetings involving sex offender
managers, the JQ Hub, commissioned and non-
commissioned accommodation providers, the police,
and local authorities were a very positive way of working,
and of monitoring issues. Working relationships were
described as ‘really strong’, ‘good’, healthy’, and ‘open
and reflective’. The JQ Hub team were praised for
working with HMP Birmingham to resolve issues
around accommodation provision, assisting with
creating assurance around accommodation providers
and referral processes, and ensuring poor quality
provision was investigated.

Several commentators who had worked within prisons
prior to reunification and now worked within the
community suggested that resettlement work had

now markedly reduced and that, although CRCs were
criticised heavily prior to plans for reform, prison releases
generally felt more organised and coordinated:

“Since the reintegration, there
isn’t anything like the level of
resettlement work going on”

“Resettlement within prisons
doesn’t really seem to exist
anymore. Before at least it felt like
there was a plan for many people.
It’s much less like that now”

One accommodation provider who had worked
extensively for many years with criminal justice partners
felt reunification and, particularly, the Dynamic Framework
contracts had been “really detrimental...it's especially
evident with prison release.

It feels like a real step backwards. | feel as if we have
gone back to a contractual, dehumanising process and
it doesn’t allow us to work in a compassionate, person
centred or flexible way”

JQ Hub staff commented that prior to reunification,
referrals were being received much further in advance
of release than they were currently. This was not solely
attributed to the reunification process. The fact HMP
Birmingham is now a remand prison and staffing issues
within partner agencies were also thought to have
affected the fact there were fewer ‘planned in advance
‘referrals and accommodation placements.

However, and whilst planned releases from prison and
the establishment of secure, suitable housing to prevent
homelessness is a primary aim of the Hub, referrals
from prison too far in advance of release date can be
problematic. Accommodation providers are unwilling to
hold bedspaces for prolonged periods of time as there
is a risk the placement will not be taken up, causing
prospective rental loss. The JQ Hub have established
that the optimum timeframe is for the process to
commence three weeks in advance of a client’s release
date. This allows time to gather all information, perform
any necessary needs assessments, liaise and negotiate
with accommodation providers, gain approval of the
address from probation and police offender managers
and make an offer to the person in prison 5-7 days in
advance of release.

Spring staff encountered several issues during the
transition period after ‘reunification’ commenced on
June 26th. There were ‘significant communication
issues’ between agencies and some probation staff
had not been trained to complete RARFs.

Spring had established pathways and working
agreement with prisons, probation and CRCs, and had
worked with Probation to ensure the RARF and modes
of assessment were trauma informed and strengths based.
With only 2 weeks’ notice of the change from the
resettlement team at HMP Birmingham to Community
Offender Manager and Prison Offender Managers under
the reunified NPS, Hub staff felt they had to ‘go back
to the drawing board’. When reunification happened,
referrals to the JQ Hub initially reduced by about 75%.
The hub then had to retrain probation staff, visit the
prison and probation service to raise awareness of

the function and purpose of the JQ Hub and attempt
to re-establish agreed pathways and protocols for
accommodation placements.



Alongside the reunification process and its challenges,

in June 2021, ‘Covid backlogs’ from courts were being
processed and fast tracked. In addition, HMP Birmingham
is now a remand prison. This meant that many prisoners
were being released very swiftly and with little to no notice.
A large majority of these cases were being referred to the
JQ Hub, which was unable to cope with the demand, and
the practicalities of attempting to find accommaodation for
people who had, quite often, been released ‘at 4pm on

a Friday’. After a multiagency partnership meeting, it was
agreed that it was fair and achievable for the Hub to deal
with those who were homeless or in need of accommodation
within 48 hours. As the MoJ-commissioned service does not
cater for ‘emergency cases’, any clients under this timeframe
would be catered for by the local authority.

On June 26th, ‘day one’ services for the new, ‘reunified’
National Probation Service began. These services

were commissioned by HMPPS and the Mod through

a ‘Dynamic Framework’. The charity NACRO were
awarded the accommodation contract, which includes

a range of services related to obtaining and maintaining
accommaodation, including advocacy, advice, and holistic
accommodation-related support.

All referrals for accommodation for prison leavers should
now go from probation and through the Ministry of Justice
‘portal’ to NACRO. Probation staff have expressed that
this does ‘restrict’ them in some ways, as they are no
longer able to go directly to the JQ Hub, even when

they feel this may be in the best interests of their client.
However, the majority of referrals to NACRO through the
Mod portal are then referred straight through to the JQ
Hub. Some professionals have suggested this has added
a much-needed level of assurance and uniformity to the
process as there is a greater guarantee that all referrals will
be channelled through to the JQ Hub via Probation and
NACRO, whereas before this was very ‘hit and miss’.

There is no accommodation with NACRO’s contract, and
they predominantly ‘use the JQ Hub’ for accommodation
placements, ‘making sure it is aligned with the Charter of Rights’.

Although the NACRO contact is a lot wider than simply
‘making accommodation placements’ and includes a
range of holistic support for maintaining accommodation
and addressing housing-related problems, it was felt this
was often under-utilised, with the imperative of securing
an address the overriding priority of many Probation
officers. JQ Hub staff have also suggested that, although
the regularly inform criminal justice partners of the range
of services the Hub can refer into and the more halistic,
joined-up approach they are trying to take, the majority
of referrals are for accommodation only.

Whilst not criticising the organisation carrying out the
contract, many criminal justice stakeholders felt the
Dynamic Framework accommodation contract has
made the accommodation referrals process even more
‘disjointed’ and ‘disparate’ — something the JQ Hub

had been working hard to streamline. One senior level
probation worker felt some probation officers were
confused about how things worked in Birmingham and
how to achieve a requisite level of assurance before

and after referral. The way the Dynamic Framework
contracts were drawn up was criticised overall, alongside
a perception of the Mod engaging in ‘silo funding’ and
neglecting to carry out local scoping and consultation
prior to commissioning. However, other stakeholders felt
the NACRO contract had added greater assurances and
transparency as it was not much more likely referrals from
prisons would go to the Spring Hub via Nacro, ‘whereas
this wasn’t often the case before.”

Due to the contract and processes put in place,
stakeholders were unable to use NACRO when the
client required accommodation in a shorter timeframe
(usually, less than 10 days), which again created further
disjointedness and weaker assurances around quality,
risk, and continuity. Such instances of stakeholders being
pressured by external drivers to use referral routes ‘outside’
of the pathway created and maintained by Spring and,
subsequently, utilised in partnership with NACRO, was a
key feature of qualitative interviews, and will be discussed
in more depth as part of Section 6, ‘Progress and Challenges’)

Further Initiatives: The InsideOut Hub and Housing Specialists

As part of the reforms contained within the Prisons
White Paper and the 2022 Rough Sleeping Strategy,
a commitment was made to place strategic housing
specialists in all prisons. The specialist at HMP
Birmingham has liaised with the JQ Hub, and has
started the process of monitoring some cases ‘end to end'.
This is something that has been lacking within the
sphere of criminal justice and housing — a longitudinal
approach to monitoring release, resettlement and
sustainment.

In addition, a new initiative has been attached to HMP
Birmingham — the InsideOut Hub. This Hub assists
those over 21, serving short sentences (12 months

or less) and experiencing issues with ‘homelessness,
substance misuse or poor wellbeing’. Eligible clients can
access support before and on the day of release, with

a Hub inside the prison and one in the visitor’s centre of
HMP Birmingham. This service assists with resettlement
issues around employment, substance misuse, housing,
and wellbeing.
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6. Progress and Challenges

This section introduces and discusses key themes that arose from interviews with staff, stakeholders,
and people with lived experience, alongside analysis of monitoring data, observation, and evidence
from case studies. It centres on key challenges and key strengths, largely at the operational level.

2025 referrals received and processed by the JQ Hub 955 successful accommodation referrals

1071 referrals into holistic support services Successful co-location partnership established
with Crisis

RARF form has been further developed and enhanced  The Charter of Rights has been owned and managed
by JQ staff in collaboration with NPS. by Spring, and utilised effectively by
the JQ Hub to foster collaboration, develop best
practice, and provide quality assurance within
referral systems.

The JQ Hub has trained and given guidance to arange  The JQ Hub have established, developed, and

of criminal justice- related agencies around strengths- maintained an accommodation referral ‘pathway’;
based practice and widening holistic support for prison  advocating for and encouraging its use among agencies
leavers. working with prison leavers.

Charter of Rights used in HMP Birmingham. Established a successful co-location model with

Crisis Skylight Birmingham for those with multiple
and complex needs.

Successfully established positive working relationships ~ Adopting strengths-based practices and ‘positive
with statutory criminal justice agencies, Commissioned  promotion’ of clients for accommodation placements.
Rehabilitative Services, commissioned and non- Moving away from the pejorative language of ‘risk’
commissioned accommodation providers, and third and ‘needs’ and towards notions of resettlement
sector organisations. and future-building.
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Key themes from interviews:

Commissioned Services

Short term sentences /
Short-term recalls

Housing Benefit

“Housing outside the pathway”

Partnership working and education
risk

Delays in decisions

These themes intersect, but those highlighted in green
were the most prevalent. This was due to both their
significance within research interviews and their links
to wider notions of context and impact.

Key challenges impacted upon a perceived ability to:
- Facilitate safe placements into quality accommodation

- Ensure all people released from custody receive
equitable treatment and access to services

- Facilitate and foster continuity and consistency within
pathways

- Prevent homelessness or cyclical, ‘dynamic’ poor quality
and unsuitable housing circumstances

Key strengths were exhibited through the perceived
ability to:

- Advocate; challenging systems, attitudes, and services
(even if not to immediate effect)

- Support clients holistically, through sometimes
confusing, alienating, and difficult processes

- Create and maintain positive accommodation pathways

- Change protocols and procedures in the interests of the
client group

- Develop and maintain mutually beneficial and trusting
relationships with partner agencies

‘High risk’ clients

The Homeless Reduction Act

Providing assurance / decreasing

“Time Sensitivity”

A recruitment crisis?

Local connection

‘Not a crisis service’

Charter of Rights

‘Gaps in the system /
lack of continuity

“Not a crisis service”

Rather than being a ‘crisis service’, the Hub was
commissioned with a more preventative, planned function.
As one stakeholder involved in the original commissioning
stated, “[Initially] there was confusion over whether the
Hub should do emergency and on the spot referrals,

but | can tell you it was never set up to do that”.

The nature and purpose of the Hub, in terms of ‘crisis’
versus ‘homelessness prevention’, was commented

on by the majority of stakeholders interviewed. Most
seemed aware that the Hub did not cater for ‘homeless
on the day’ emergency referrals and that such cases
were either to be directed back to the local authority,

or were dealt with by a Probation accommodation single
point of contact (‘SPOC’). Stakeholders, however, largely
felt that the Hub provided much greater assurances
around accommodation referrals and were concerned
that some ‘crisis’ referrals were, by necessity, ‘going
outside of the pathway’. This often meant the use of
less reputable hon-commissioned accommodation
providers, whilst also limiting the efficacy of attempts to
foster longer term systems change or, as one statutory
stakeholder put it ‘continuing to feed the poor-quality
accommaodation sectors with one hand, whilst restricting
use with the other.’



Hub staff have suggested that they do not want

to exclude anyone from accessing the service, but
have had to make a decision about what is “fair and
achievable’ for the client group within certain timescales,
whilst also being mindful of the original function of the
Hub as commissioned. This imperative was distilled into
an agreement with the local authority Housing Options
Centre (HoC) that any client homeless in less than 48
hours would be referred on to the local authority, with the
rationale that the local authority have a greater range of
emergency-type accommodation at their disposal, and
greater powers to affect positive outcomes for short-
notice cases.

Spring are mindful of the principles under which the Hub
was commissioned and aren’t necessarily as flexible
as they would like to be in all cases. However, as an
‘outward-facing’ Hub with a commitment to wider
systems change and sectoral advocacy, they are
proactive in ensuring the potential ramifications of short
notice referrals within the current supported housing
market remain at the top of local policy discussions.

It is also important to note that the concept of
‘homelessness prevention’ was problematised by
several stakeholders, and that whilst rough sleeping
may be immediately prevented in many cases, it was
arguable whether homelessness was truly prevented
when many appeared to end up in unsuitable, shared
exempt accommodation. Similarly, it was acknowledged
that commissioned services 12 did, in effect, appear to
work against each other. The long intake processes
and assessment procedures and perceived inability
of some providers to take ‘higher risk’ cases meant
that many individuals who began on a more planned
‘homelessness prevention pathway’ ultimately ended
up in crisis or were diverted through to accommodation
that was less desirable — and speculatively less
conducive to desistance from offending.

This overarching notion of ‘crisis’ versus ‘prevention’
pathways intersects closely with the thematic notion
of ‘housing outside of the pathway’, which itself
is broken into three sub-themes:

- Time-sensitive referrals
- Higher risks and higher needs
- Commissioned services.

All of these themes and sub-themes cohere around the
notion that commissioning contracts, homelessness
and criminal justice systems, and ingrained practices
can inadvertently work against each other, while also
inhibiting wholesale systems change.

‘Housing Outside the Pathway’

“JQ Hub have an approved
accommodation list, we trust that.
But then NACRO try to use them,
but might use others. Probation
might have to go outside those lists
again for more complex cases or
really short notice cases. The local
authority is using places others
would avoid. There’s no join up.”

[Senior probation worker]

Section 4 has detailed the work the JQ Hub has carried
out around creating and maintaining an accommaodation
‘pathway’. This has necessitated ongoing partnership
working, leadership, and relationship management

to ensure the pathway and its protocols are adhered
to. This work has yielded greater assurances and
consistency for stakeholders, been highlighted by the
majority as a vast improvement on previous practices,
and as a promising template for ongoing improvement.
Nonetheless, systems, practice, and supply issues have
prevented the pathway from being used in all cases by
all agencies.

The key reasons for this relate to:

- A lack of provision for individuals with ‘higher risks’
or more ‘complex needs’

- A lack of suitable provision for short-notice or ‘on the
day’ homeless presentations

- Commissioning practices and contracts that appeared
‘out of step’ with the realities of catering for this client

group
- External pressures on criminal justice practitioners

Whenever Hub staff are made aware that an
individual has been housed ‘outside of the
pathway’, they contact the relevant member of
the NPS to offer that client a range of support
and sustainment services and make them aware
of the benefits of housing clients through

the pathway.

12 This included the DWP, Probation, CRC (pre ‘reunification’), Birmingham City Council, commissioned accommodation services for offenders, substance misuse services.
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‘Higher Risk’ and ‘Complex Needs’

The notion that those with ‘complex’ or ‘higher’ needs
are often rejected by commissioned accommodation
services, or more ‘discerning’ non-commissioned
services, and thus diverted to the least reputable

or capable providers, is a familiar concept to many
practitioners. Non-commissioned exempt providers
who are willing, if not always able, to cater for more
‘complex’ and ‘risky’ client groups have achieved a
‘level of indispensability’ (Raisbeck, 2018; 2019) within
a simultaneously saturated and underequipped market.

The sheer numbers of non-commissioned exempt
providers, and their ‘willingness’ to take very ‘high risk’
clients, means that criminal justice personnel, when
faced with external pressures to ensure a person in
prison is not released without an address, may go
directly to providers ‘outside of the pathway’. This, of
course, serves to frustrate the efforts of Hub staff to
create an agreed, transparent pathway of ‘approved’
providers. However, if there is insufficient capacity

within the ‘pathway’ provision (commissioned and non-
commissioned) to cater for this type of demand, it is
perhaps unsurprising that criminal justice practitioners
use the resources available to ensure their clients are not
‘roofless’, or released with ‘no forwarding address’ (NFA).

“Prisons are getting better at not
releasing NFA, but this means they
are using exempt-

[Commissioned service]

“One of the biggest issues is

that we are using providers that
haven’t signed up for the Charter
which means even though we feel
like we have no choice, we are
supporting this awful market

[Criminal justice practitioner]

“Even though there genuinely is
nowhere else for some people

to go, my worry is that we are
sometimes saying any [exempt]

is better than being homeless and
that is just not fair”

[Senior CJS practitioner]

All stakeholders outside of the criminal justice system -
accommodation and support services, commissioned
and non-commissioned - suggested that in the last
two years at least, caseloads were exhibiting greater
overall ‘complexity’ and levels of need. A ‘higher risk

/ needs’ group that was particularly perceived to be
increasing was Registered Sex Offenders (RSOs).

This increasing level of need, risk and ‘complexity’,

and the corresponding lack of ‘approved’ or ‘pathway’
providers, meant that there were less assurances about
the competency — and quality — of the providers some
individuals were being ‘sent’ to. Many of these clients
were not being housed within the pathway due to the
perceived levels of risk. This meant probation officers
going outside of the pathway to house clients, or in
anticipation of a ‘long, drawn out process’ that they felt
would inevitably lead to rejection, were ‘circumnavigating
the pathway’ and going directly to providers they had
more assurance would accept their clients.

Spring staff have commented that many referrals they
get through for accommodation are for individuals who
are a high risk of harm to others and/or themselves and
have multiple physical and mental health challenges,
including severe disabilities. These referrals, as one
staff member commented, often ‘feel like they should
be a council case’. Several require self-contained
accommodation for public safety reasons — a resource
in vanishingly short supply within the City.

“High risk referrals are coming
through a lot. Domestic violence
perps have increased massively.”

[Commissioned accommodation provider]

“The majority coming through
are probably high complexity. It’s
different to what we had.”

[Commissioned referrals provider]

“Since the [JQ] Hub opened to
now, the cases have definitely
become more complex and
challenging. In Year 1 and Year 2,
referrals were fairly steady,

Year 3 saw a significant increase
in challenges and complexity
[and] risk.”

[Exempt accommodation provider]



It is unclear why stakeholders perceived that caseloads
were becoming more ‘complex’, or that ‘higher risk’
cases were more prevalent. It is certainly possible

that, prior to ‘reunification’, these services were much
more likely to have been engaged with CRCs and
resettlement teams, who were contracted to work with
‘medium’ to ‘low risk’ offenders. It may also be the case
that those clients who are ‘easier’ to house — what one
stakeholder called the ‘low hanging fruit’ — are made by
prisons and probation services themselves, and thus
do not reach other agencies.

Nonetheless, the issue of, and challenges around,
RSOs being housed post-release, or following a

stay in Approved Premises, is not a new one. Many
providers are unwilling, or unable, to accept such levels
of perceived risk, and there are numerous public and
community safety concerns around housing this group;
challenges probation services and the JQ Hub have to
navigate in conjunction with police Offender Managers.
This can often narrow options for housing, and perhaps
unsurprisingly, lead to access options outside of
approved, or at least tacitly agreed, ‘pathways’.

Commissioned Services

The Hub’s process as part of the accommodation
pathway is to refer clients to commissioned services
in the first instance, and then ‘work through’ their list
of internally approved non-commissioned providers.
If they Hub have, eventually, ‘exhausted all options’
for a client, they will refer back to the Housing Options
team at the local authority. However, the perception
that commissioned services were not often willing —
or able — to accept ‘higher risk’ or ‘more complex’
clients meant that some referral agencies were,
effectively, cutting out this process and going straight
to providers they knew would accept their clients.

Commissioned services were perceived by all referral
agencies to provide the greatest level of assurance
around quality, support, and accountability.

However, there was also a perception that
commissioned services were often unable to take
those with the highest risk — ironically, those individuals
that were perceived to require the level of support and
assurance commissioned services could provide.

“Commissioned services won’t
take many high risk, they reject

a lot of clients, it’s almost an
inevitability that our referral won’t
be accepted if it’s a higher risk case.”

[Criminal justice worker]

“My concern, we have an Approved
Premise, 3-4 weeks there, then
we are asked to find them
accommodation in the community,
send it to a commissioned
provider who then say ‘we already
have too many sex offenders’,
then we expect them to go into
non-commissioned exempt with
less checks and management.

It is very frustrating.”

[Senior criminal justice practitioner]

However, it must be taken into account that
commissioned providers are concerned with ‘balancing
risk” within accommodation settings, and responding

to external pressures around the volume of people with
certain offending backgrounds within close proximity.
This, perhaps, speaks to the need for commissioning to
be more closely aligned with the realities of those who
are at risk of homelessness prior to release, and the
backgrounds and needs of those most likely to require
accommodation and support.

“We all know this is happening.
It’s been happening for a while...
[but] is anyone actually going
back to commissioners, having
the conversation with them and
saying this is an issue in the city?”

[Commissioned accommodation provider]

“My question to commissioners
is, where are the medium to low
risk going? We’re not necessarily
seeing this cohort come through,
there is a lot of higher risk and
that’s not what we are set up to
cater for, exclusively”

[Commissioned accommodation provider]

41



Nonetheless, it must also be taken into account that
several non-commissioned providers expressed that
they are often unable to take clients with higher needs
or more serious offending backgrounds. The corollary
of this was a perception that those who, in the
interests of public and personal protection, required
accommodation with the requisite level of assurance
were being ‘shunted’ into potentially the least equipped
and suitable environments. It was not at all suggested
that the JQ Hub was facilitating this, as they would refer
to the local authority if they were not able to source
accommodation they could be assured would be
suitable — and ethical — to refer into.

Hub staff were not able to say where the local authority
house the cases for whom they had ‘exhausted all
options’, although some external stakeholders felt
the local authority would ‘inevitably’ be forced to

use providers outside of the pathway and ones

‘we would never use.’

Competing conceptions of — and responsibilities around
—risk are key challenges for multi-agency approaches
to rehousing and resettling those released from
custody. In particular, accommodation providers will
have separate challenges, considerations and external
pressures around managing risk, particularly in relation
to sexual offences. Nonetheless, it is clear that there
are wide variations in conceptions of, and approaches
to, ‘high risk’ and ‘high needs’. This is affecting the
ability to adequately house individuals, leading to a
disproportionate allocation between non-commissioned
and commissioned providers of more complex and,
arguably, more resource-intensive clients.

“Time Sensitive Referrals”

“The danger is the amount of
providers out there and if a
probation officer wants to get
someone - anyone - housed
quickly they can just ring and get
someone that accommodation.”.

[Senior criminal justice worker]

Alongside the pressures of sourcing accommodation
for those with higher risk indicators or more ‘complex’
needs, the notion of urgency or ‘time sensitivity’ was
also cited by several stakeholders as a factor in referring
agents ‘going outside of the pathway’. This was further
exhibitive of the external pressures, logistics, and ‘lived
realities’ of sourcing accommodation for those released
from prison or with recent offending backgrounds.

Most felt that planned accommodation, made in advance
of release, was ‘working well’, and providing the requisite
level of assurance, coherence and transparency. However,
more ‘urgent’ accommaodation referrals were often going
‘outside’ of both the NACRO and JQ Hub routes.

“Planned accommodation made
in advance is working really well,
it’s accommodation on the day
or within a couple of days that
continues to be a huge issue”

“The problem is, the turnaround time
can be an issue and for probation
officers [and] going through that
process [the ModJ portal to NACRO]
doesn’t always work for them and
the client’s needs.”

[Criminal justice practitioners]

As previously discussed, the JQ Hub, whilst conscious
of commissioning requirements that they are not

a ‘crisis’ service, are able to accept referrals for
accommodation with around 48 hours’ notice. Some
CJS stakeholder suggested that if a client would need
accommodation in less than 10 days, they would
generally source themselves or refer to the JQ Hub:



“Short notice, I’d go to the Hub.
NACRO have a 10 day turnaround,
which isn’t feasible for short
notice cases”

“We need to find a way to shorten
referral times. | mean, yes, there is
a delay sometimes with checking
addresses, engaging Offender
Managers, but it’s often the
referral processes of providers or

the [MoJ commissioned] referral
service that doesn’t keep pace.

| know that’s their procedures
but if it’s going to leave someone
without a roof, we have to go
down other routes.”

Others suggested that the pressures upon CJS
services to ensure an individual is not released
without an address, perceived delays in decisions

or acceptances from accommodation providers,

and the pressures of increased workloads, meant
that the current system ‘doesn’t work for everyone’.
JQ Hub and CJS stakeholders acknowledged

that the pressures on probation staff to ensure an
address is secured prior to release and issues around
communication and follow up had sometimes led to
a breakdown in communication. This could result in a
situation where referrals were made into the JQ Hub,
and then for reasons of time or expediency, alternative
accommodation was secured by Probation personnel,
without them informing the Hub.

There is continuing work between Probation and the
JQ Hub, including a designated member of Probation
staff who liaise directly with the Hub, to develop the
partnership and identify systemic and processual
‘blockages’ such as this.

Commissioned Services

Commissioned accommodation services were seen
to have much lengthier referral and intake procedures:
a key driver for referring agencies being forced to

‘go outside of the pathway’, often to less-assured
providers. Commissioned providers required face to
face assessments, which were seen to be inordinately
long, and often with a high chance of refusal, due to
the level of ‘need’ or ‘risk’ presented by their client.

13 As previously referenced, often to an indeterminate location.

Prior to reunification, when prisons referred directly to
providers more regularly, personnel suggested that
commissioned providers’ procedures were a source
of frustration, and also a source of distress to many of
those seeking accommodation prior to release:

“One provider in particular wanted
to do face to face [interviews] and
were adamant they wanted to come
into the prison to do this, which

is fine, but their interviews took

up to two hours and | mean our
referrals had absolutely everything
on them, and anything you wanted
was there, and my argument was,
why isn’t our assessment and
information enough? We almost
knew beforehand [if] they would get
rejected so we stopped using them
as they never took people and it was
really hard on the prisoners too,

to go through all that and then be
rejected. No dignity in the process.”

There is certainly nothing to suggest that these intake
procedures were not deemed to be necessary, on

an organisational level, to assure that commissioned
services could effectively — and safely — cater for
clients. However, there was an acknowledgement

by some commissioned providers that there was a
need for ‘greater flexibility’ with referrals to try and
reduce timescales. Nonetheless, there was still an
acknowledgement that they were ‘not set up’ to deal
with short notice referrals.

Conversely, the non-commissioned exempt sector
were often seen to provide a level of flexibility that was
needed, but not always provided, by commissioned
accommodation services. Those providers approved
under the JQ Hub pathway were seen to take ‘a really
sensible approach to risk and assessment’ and were
often able to take referrals on the same day if required.
This was particularly important for Friday releases or
less planned releases and was something reflected in
comments from Probation practitioners. Nonetheless,
there was still only a finite amount of ‘pathway’ non-
commissioned providers, and those individuals who
could not be housed at such short notice were referred
to the local authority by the Hub. 13
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However, probation in particular were still, arguably,
being forced to use less and less ‘salubrious’ providers,
because time constraints and intake procedures were
unconducive to the requirement to ensure an individual
had ‘an address’ upon release.

The need for commissioned ‘direct access’
accommodation for some individuals released from
custody was voiced by many research participants,
with a corresponding requirement for a triage,

or transitional space, where individuals could be
accommodated in the short term until appropriate
assessment procedures and accommodation
placements could be carried out. Again, the ‘gap’
non-commissioned exempt accommodation was
filing was acknowledged by stakeholders.

This came with an ensuing sense of resignation,

or inevitability, that many would end up in less suitable
accommodation due to the inflexibility of current
commissioned services and the pressures felt by the
criminal justice system:

“Exempt is filling that gap currently.
They are essentially the direct
access sector for this cohort but
without the necessary expertise
they require to work with risk.

But they can work at pace.

That becomes the overriding factor.”

Short-term sentences, time served
and remand cases.

Closely linked to the notion of existing referral pathways
and some accommodation providers being unable to
work at the ‘pace’ required by clients’ circumstances,
was the nature of prison release for those on serving
short sentences, or on remand.

It was perceived to be difficult — if not impossible
—to carry out any ‘pre-release work’ around
accommodation if a prisoner was held in custody on
a very short-term sentence. This cohort were often
released quickly, with little pre-planning, and were a
group most likely to fall foul of current more ‘lengthy’
assessment and intake procedures by providers.

Information box: Short Sentences

Within the criminal justice system, ‘short-term sentences’
are usually referring to those of 12 months or less.
250,000 people move through prison annually, with 57%
serving sentences of 12 months or less (NHS England).

In 2020, nearly a quarter of people serving short prison
sentences under six months were released as homeless
(Revolving Doors, FOI).

Short-term sentences are often seen to be served by
those experiencing multtiple disadvantage, with the majority

14 Designated for those serving sentences of 10 months or less.

This led one commissioned provider to comment that
they were acutely aware that ‘short term offenders are
really missing out’, but were unable to respond to this
need under their current contract.

It is important to note that although this cohort are
seemingly poorly, or at least less well, served under
existing commissioning arrangements, there is a short
sentence team in progress under the National Probation
Service, 14 which may go some way to mitigate for the
sharpest effects.

of sentences of six months or less handed out for non-
violent offences; often related to theft (Welford et. al., 2021).
Custodial sentences of under 12 months have been
associated with higher levels of reoffending than sentences
served in the community via ‘court orders’ (Mews, 2015;
Eaton and Mews 2019). Furthermore, short sentences
often cause an initial loss of accommodation, which
perpetuates a ‘revolving door’ scenario of interlinked
acquisitive crimes, substance misuse, poverty,

short prison sentences and homelessness.



Those immediately released to time served, or those
found not guilty and released, were also a cohort that
were perceived as very difficult to adequately assist prior
to, or upon, release. Covid-related backlogs meant that
cases could come up in court with little notice, meaning
there was often insufficient time to establish a secure
housing situation. Individuals subject to immediate
release were often released ‘out of hours’ (i.e. when
services had ceased operating, after 5pm). As a
criminal justice system stakeholder explained:

“We have these really hard, ‘what
do you do?’, cases. One lad sticks
out - sentenced to time served and
released with no address, we don’t
know what to tell these people or
how to help. He was in tears, and
we just gave him money to find
somewhere for the night”

It was acknowledged that these should be cases for the
local authority, but this did not seem to work in practice
as it should:

“There is in theory a 24 hour link to
local authorities but we can never
get through - lots probably go and
sleep under a bush for the night”.

[Senior HMPS worker]

Another suggested there was a distinct lack of tailored
services and support to account for this not uncommon
occurrence, and that there were no assurances

that individuals would receive any help through
existing commissioned contracts — both referral and
accommodation pathways:

“We need someone to help and
guide these people so they at least
have a safe bed for the night until
they can be picked up the next
day...but again they’ll end up in
exempt, whoever will take them
when they’re actually roofless.”

[Commissioned referral service]

It is also important to note that, if an individual is found
not guilty, they are not eligible for support through the
Mod commissioned accommodation pathway and
will not receive any support with accommodation or
supervision in the community. It is not clear the numbers
found not guilty and released into homelessness.
Whilst not strictly ‘offenders’, this cohort have still
experienced the upheaval and potential trauma of a
prison sentence and do not seem to be getting the
help they require; falling as they do between remits
and agencies.
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Housing Benefit Issues 1

Under Housing Benefit legislation, those who are in
custody awaiting trial or sentencing (‘on remand’) or are
required to stay away from home as a bail condition can
continue receiving Housing Benefit for up to 52 weeks if
they intend to return home. Once sentenced, a prisoner
can continue claiming Housing Benefit if they are not
expected to spend more than 13 weeks in prison.

Claimants who were receiving the Housing Element of
Universal Credit prior to custody can continue to receive
this for six months when they are in prison and not
expected to be absent beyond this period. Although
more generous for those on Housing Benefit who receive
a custodial sentence of 13 weeks or less, for those on
remand, Universal Credit is less generous.

The loss of accommodation due to — particularly shorter —
prison sentences is an established cause of homelessness
upon release (Wilson, 2017). A large proportion of exempt
providers interviewed for this report suggested that, more
recently, it had been difficult to obtain this ‘overlap’ for
residents who were subject to short recalls or further, short
sentences. This was causing those sentenced to lose
their accommodation whilst in custody, or was leading
providers to cover the ‘gap’ themselves, leading to a loss
of revenue; something many, understandably, could not
sustain in the longer term.

As part of the Charter of Rights Good Practice Forum,
providers were asked if this was something they were
encountering, and several provided cases where this had
happened, and felt it was something that needed to be
addressed, and clarified with Housing Benefit departments.

“HB introduced a new policy that
meant as soon as you came back
into custody you would lose your
accommodation as you couldn’t
receive the support, and | mean
this was fine a lot of the time for
providers as long as they knew
what was going on, and it was

a short recall, but it’s changed
and it is leading to further
accommodation loss”

[Prison worker]

CJS stakeholders reported that the lack of rent being
paid, and the lack of communication about recall and
further sentencing meant some providers were not
‘holding rooms’ and were sometimes disposing of
residents’ belongings. Both CJS stakeholders and
exempt providers felt this issue had become more
challenging recently, and speculated it was either a
change in Housing Benefit ‘policy’ or that resettlement
within prisons — and thus the communication — wasn't
there as it had been in preceding years.

“It was only recently introduced
that they wouldn’t pay and then
most exempt providers were
kicking them out as they weren’t
getting the rent. Some people were
released with no charges and exempt
providers had chucked things away.”

[Prison worker]

“It’s definitely changed [local policy].
The council used to pay, no
problems, and then suddenly they
say they’re not eligible because
they can’t receive the ‘care, support
or supervision’ for exempt rents if
they’re in prison. But it’s causing
homelessness as we can’t cover
the loss.”

[Exempt provider]

“Some providers would give

us a couple of extra weeks but
sometimes, if someone is on
remand, we have no idea when
they are being released. But often
it’s just a folder of paperwork and
that doesn’t seem to take much
to hold onto it really but there’s

a gap there. In communication
and provision to support those
prisoners.”

[Prison worker]

15 Please note, this section predominantly focuses on Housing Benefit as the vast majority of Hub clients will be in supported housing,
which is currently still paid for through Housing Benefit, rather than the Housing Element of Universal Credit.



Whilst his is not an issue that the JQ Hub are directly
involved with, it is important to highlight that there is a
perception that current processes and procedures are
less transparent and workable for this cohort, and that it is
causing repeat — and often preventable - homelessness.
This is a systemic issue that needs to be addressed at a
strategic level.

Housing Benefit Overlap: A detailed view from a provider

“We have experienced this on a
few occasions now. Even with
evidence that we are in contact
with the prison in preparation

for the resident’s release and
probation officer is in contact for
preparing the resident’s licence on
release. Residents sometimes stay
in telephone contact with us as
they have no one else, so we have
continued to support. The council
have taken back the money from
us on more than one occasion, for
a resident being in prison for less
than 3 months. It makes it hard
when the offence may have been
committed prior to the resident
being placed with us. Building

up a relationship takes time, and
the trust is severed when they
can’t come back to us, which you
would understand that trust and
continuity is a massive thing with
our residents. All the uncertainty
of where they are going to live on
release...it’s so much better to
maintain their accommodation
whilst they’re on a short recall

or something...it relieves a lot of
anxiety. It is a huge financial loss if
you have to keep the room but get
no rent, but the council somehow
expect you to do it for nothing.

| think, maybe, in a lot of cases it
depends on which Housing Benefit
officer you get in the council.

One particular lad, he was a prolific
offender. His offending was to do
with childhood trauma, and he
was doing well with us, getting
counselling through [a rape and
sexual violence service]. For the
first time we had him doing well
with drug and alcohol services.
He got a sentence of four months.
We kept in contact with probation,
his counselling service, and his
solicitor.

This lad was living in our two
bedroomed house where we
can work more intensely with
residents, so when they pulled
his money back as they said he
wasn’t eligible for the overlap
because he wasn’t receiving the
support to qualify for exempt,
we couldn’t balance the books.

We are not in it to make money,
but we can’t afford to run a loss
like that. So, he’s back to square
one when he comes out. All that
really hard-fought progress, for
what?”
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Local Connection

The JQ Hub was commissioned to provide services to
those with a local connection to Birmingham.

This ‘local connection’ criteria are governed by Part 7
of the Housing Act 1996.

Prior to the commissioning of the JQ Hub, in-depth
research and local intelligence had highlighted the
apparent frequency with which Prisons, Probation
Services, Community Rehabilitation Companies

and Local Authorities and outside of Birmingham

were ‘sending’ prison-leavers to the saturated non-
commissioned exempt accommodation sector (see
Raisbeck, 2018). This was perceived to be causing a
range of personal and community safety issues and
putting pressure on local and public services. In addition,
there were corresponding concerns that many were

not moving into Birmingham by choice, but were being
referred in, seemingly, as they were being informed there
were no options for them in their area of choice (ibid).

Anecdotally, it was suggested that higher risk cases,
such as Registered Sex Offenders, were more likely to
be ‘sent’ to Birmingham, due to a decreased likelihood of
suitable accommodation being sourced in the individual’s
area of choice. Whilst this has been a known issue within
Birmingham for several years, there is a lack of robust
data to verify the prevalence and extent of this issue.

The JQ Hub has worked with partners to ensure

that referrals have a local connection and wish to be
accommodated in the locality. However, there was a
sense that this was still occurring with referrals outside
of agreed referral pathways, and that attempts to
prevent this from happening were often frustrated.

One of the main areas of concern was that other local
authorities or probation areas that were referring into
non-commissioned exempt in Birmingham would not
have the levels of assurance around quality, safety and
proficiency of providers that the JQ Hub and its close
partners could provide. There was no evidence that
external-to Birmingham referral agencies were carrying
out any checks on properties or providers and were
continuing to ‘feed’ a market that was increasingly
problematic and, potentially, detrimental to individual
prison leavers and their paths to resettlement and
rehabilitation.

“So, | have tried to keep going
what we had in the old world [prior
to reunification] to say we should
only refer Birmingham cases with a
Birmingham offender manager into
Birmingham and into providers we
knew were OK, but because of all
the exempt in Birmingham -

the sheer numbers and willingness
to take people - there is still such
a push from so many different
organisations and areas to get their
people into the City”

“This has caused problems in
some of our neighbouring local
authorities [who] have said

‘why can’t we send people to
Birmingham?’ - for example the
staff in [a neighbouring authority
Hub] and | have agreed this with
the deputy head of probation but
this isn’t consistent across the piece.

But if we won’t do external
referrals, we refer them back

to the local authority and then
that authority will refer them to
Birmingham. But they won’t go
through the JQ Hub, so they go
straight to providers who haven’t
signed up to the Charter so we’ve
lost the benefits of that whole
process”

“When | hear other areas and other
POs are readily getting exempt
accommodation placements from
those not signed up to the Charter
then where does this end?”

[Commissioned accommodation and referral agency
personnel]



The provider commissioned by the Mod under the
Dynamic Framework accommodation contract

stated that they had to work hard to ensure that this
phenomenon on people being ‘thrown’ into Birmingham
was acknowledged and tackled:

“We have pushed back a lot as
[the contract] states anyone who
wants to be in Birmingham which
usually means a lot of RSOs from
other areas, but now at senior level
within probation it has been agreed
that it has to be an official transfer
into Birmingham with a local
connection.”

There is now a transfer officer at NPS who deals with
transfer cases. However, she was new to role when
stakeholder interviews were in progress, and had moved
on — yet to be replaced - at the time of writing.

The Homeless Reduction Act

Unlike other homelessness prevention ‘hubs’ in the City,
since the advent of the Homelessness Reduction Act,
there is no ‘transfer of functions’ from the local authority
to Spring Housing in respect of the Homelessness
Reduction Act. There are currently no local authority
housing options staff ‘embedded’ in, or co-located at,
the Hub, and Hub staff do not carry out the prevention
and relief duties on behalf of the local authority.

A large proportion of external stakeholders questioned
why the JQ Hub was operating differently from the other
Hubs within the City. There was also some confusion
about the opacity of processes and the reasoning behind
the fact the JQ hub appeared something of an ‘outlier.’

Those involved with the original commissioning
processes suggested that the JQ Hub was always
envisioned as a vehicle, and multiagency pathway,

for planned moves for those due to be released from
prison. It was also perceived as being about ‘demand
management’, and ensuring the local authority were not
overwhelmed with ‘crisis’ homeless cases that could
have been dealt with through a more proactive and pre-
emptive approach.

“The JQ Hub was always set up about
more planned accommodation moves,
it was never set up to become a
breakaway of the council”

“The Hub was about prevention,
preventing those crisis situations,
having less people released

from prison needing statutory
[homelessness] support as there’d
be housing plan in place.”

[Senior criminal justice partners]

Some stakeholders felt those released from prison were
being treated differently from other key groups within
the City without a distinct rationale, whereas others in
statutory criminal justice agencies felt the Hub’s purpose
had not been adequately explained by local authority
commissioners to their own housing options staff:

“It wasn’t advertised well, | don’t
think. A lot of confusion [internally
at the local authority] about what
the Hub’s remit and purpose was”.

“The Housing Options staff hadn’t
been told correctly what Adult
Social Care had commissioned and
the communication wasn’t properly
there, and it was only because
emergency cases started coming
through to the Hub from the local
authority, when they shouldn’t do,
that it changed and | don’t think
the authority clear to all partners
from the start”
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This issue of ‘emergency’ or ‘crisis’ cases and whether
they were the responsibility of the Hub or the local authority
was discussed in Section 5, with the outcome that those
homeless in less than 48 hours would, generally, be directed
to the local authority. However, there is a corresponding
issue of apparently very difficult, challenging or ‘complex’
cases are being directed to the JQ Hub from the local
authority. This was remarked upon by both external and
internal stakeholders, with concerns centring on two notions;

- That many of these cases appeared to be in priority
need and thus the statutory responsibility of the local
authority to find accommodation

- That the local authority would have more resources
and options for such challenging cases

“The Housing Options Centre have
sent people to the Hub who are
clearly in priority need, in wheelchairs,
need ground floor and adaptations,
serious health issues, and if the
Hub can’t find anywhere they go
back to Housing Options and say
‘we can’t house them’...itis a
waste of time and a dereliction of
duty as they are clearly in priority
need. | myself have approached
Housing Options [with cases they
are confident are priority need] and
been told we have a Hub in the city
specifically deals with offenders
and | said that isn’t the case,

they have a duty to these cases”.

[Probation professional]

Hub staff confirmed that the agreement they have with
the local authority involves ‘exhausting all options’ for a
client before they can refer the case back to the housing
options team.

Staff commented on the types of cases that were
coming through from the local authority, which in many
cases felt like an inevitability that the Hub would be
unable to source accommodation after ‘completely
exhausting all options’. These included:

- High risk sex offenders who posed a serious risk to adults
- High risk domestic abuse perpetrators
- Severe disabilities and accessibility issues

- Severe mental health problems

- Former gang members

- Severe behavioural problems including a tendency
towards violence.

- Individuals who required 24-hour monitoring or the
administering of medication

It was rare for a ‘complex case’ to have one of these
features; a high majority had multiple risk, safety, care,
and support needs.

With many referrals, it appeared a foregone conclusion
that the case would have to be returned to, or sent newly
to, the local authority after days or searching and liaison
with partners. Some, also, were very obviously cases that
would fall under the Care Act, or required accommodation
regulated by the Care Quality Commission (CQC). Staff
asserted that, even if they tried to return the case to

the local authority, they were told to prove they had
‘exhausted all options’ before the case would be
‘accepted back’.

Local authorities are all under increasing pressure,

with increasingly diminishing resources both internally
and externally. However, this ‘back and forth’ between
agencies, when there is a clear inevitability of the
outcome, generates concerning questions around clarity
of roles and the use of resources.

Examples encountered by staff included:

Case 1: This came through as a Duty to Refer. He had
an exclusion zones for the whole of Birmingham so could
only reside on the outskirts. This should have been a
council transfer, but we had to exhaust our list before
hand, even though he could not reside in Birmingham so
it was pointless.

Case 2: Very high risk and his [probation officer] even
informed us he could not go to shared accommaodation.
| sent this to the council and | was told, still, to exhaust
our list of [accommodation] providers, even though we
did not have access to self-contained at the time

Case 3: This one has come through on multiple
occasions. He is a High Risk RSO who is in a wheelchair.
He required ground floor accommodation with
adaptations, and he had multiple health issues including
a calcified lung. This was sent back to the council by me
twice after exhausting our lists, and has been sent by
other colleagues also.

Case 4: Amputee who was high needs and required

ground floor accommodation. Was sent to the council
and then they sent it back to us as a Duty to Refer on
the same day, which | had to then bounce back again.

Case 5: An 80-year-old man who was an RSO. He has
high care and support needs including personal care.
We had nowhere suitable at all.



This could, feasibly, be a lack of clarity and
communication by the local authority to their Housing
Options staff about the role, nature, and purpose of

the JQ Hub. Whilst the JQ Hub aims to widen housing
options for individuals who are released from prison,

it's resources and supply only extend so far; the same

of which, of course, can be said of the local authority.

Of course, much of this activity could fall under the
‘prevention or relief’ duties of the Homelessness
Reduction Act. However, stakeholders felt there was a
lot of opacity around the way the HRA is operating for
those released from prison or in contact with the criminal
justice system that it became difficult for the Hub team to
mange expectations and be aware of what their role is,
or should be, within such processes. As Hub staff

have never seen any Personal Housing Plans, for
example (see section below), they felt it was difficult

to have clear pathways and lines of communication,
work collaboratively, or keep clients fully informed and
appraised of the processes they are held within.

The local authority has a designated staff member that
works with JQ Hub cases. Local authority staff felt that
it was clear that the JQ Hub performed a ‘preventative’
function and aimed to provide housing options and
support modes for individuals before reaching ‘crisis’
point or becoming a case for the local authority to
process. ‘Crisis’ point referrals, where all options had
been explored and there was no way for the Hub

to accommodate, were being referred back into the
local authority, but often, if the local authority did not
have a duty to accommodate and were unable to find
accommodation, this could leave prison leavers in a
difficult position.

However, the stark truth of the matter is that temporary
—and permanent — housing options are in short supply
across the board. When this is extended to those with
high needs and risk indicators such as the Hub’s client
group, it is not surprising — although this is very far from
being acceptable — that clients are ‘ping ponged’ around
systems due to an absence of options.

The Duty to Refer

The Duty to Refer, under the Homeless Reduction Act,
came into force on October 1st, 2018. This places a
duty on certain public authorities to refer, with consent,
people to a housing authority if they are homeless, or
likely to become so within 56 days. This duty falls upon
a range of statutory organisations and includes prisons
and probation authorities.

Statutory CJS services said that they refer eligible cases
through the portal to the local authority, as part of the
Duty to Refer, but were very unclear about what the
subsequent processes. Most cases appeared to be sent
directly through to the JQ Hub without an assessment.

Similarly, no stakeholder involved with those released from
prison and homeless or at risk of homelessness had ever
seen a Personalised Housing Plan (PHP):

“l have never seen a PHP and I’'m
not sure why the JQ Hub is
different from the other hubs in
not having the HRA embedded in”

[Hub staff]

“We do a Duty to Refer to
Birmingham, it goes through the
portal and then | get an email
back saying, do you consent to us
sharing the client’s details with the
Offenders’ Hub then we tick yes
and then we are asked to refer to
Spring and say if that service isn’t
available, you can call [the housing
options team]. They are not doing
the homelessness assessment,
then Spring clearly think people are
in priority need but they still have to
provide the accommodation finding
bit and proof they’ve searched.”

“It’s a waste of time doing a Duty
to Refer. We might as well just
refer straight to Spring. It does
feel like a tick box exercise.”

“Why have | spent 20 minutes filling
out a Duty to Refer? It’s just a waste
of time. | might as well just complete
the RARF and send to Spring.
There’d actually be more assurance
and less messing that way”.

[All further quotes by Probation practitioners]

Such perspectives are not necessarily indicative of
procedures not being followed, or a local authority
not working within their obligations. They are,
however, again clearly indicative of a lack of clarity and
transparency around Homeless Reduction Act protocols
and processes, along with the albsence of a clearly
communicated rationale for the perceived ‘difference’ in
treatment of those who have been released from prison.
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This is serving to cause some confusion and frustration
amongst partner agencies and, potentially, impacting
upon clients’ ability to get the right help at the right time.

The local authority suggested that Duty to Refer cases
were, largely, sent to the JQ Hub as part of the Hub’s
‘preventative function’, as this was often seen as the
best solution for clients to receive tailored, wrap around
support and assistance. Sometimes it appeared to the
local authority that Duty to Refer cases from Probation
were being sent as part of a ‘blanket approach’ by
probation officers, along with simultaneously attempting
to source other forms of accommodation, which could
cause confusion, frustration, and duplication.

In addition, the issue of prison leavers being placed into
exempt accommodation in Birmingham from other areas,
and then becoming homeless as their accommodation
‘hadn’t worked out’, meant that these individuals were
then being referred to a local authority that had no duty
to assist them, as they had no local connection.

“A Recruitment Crisis”

All stakeholders, from all sectors who had formed
partnerships with the Hub, spoke of a perceived
‘recruitment crisis’, within both charity and statutory
sectors. This was viewed as having a detrimental effect
on partnership working, but also on prison leavers
themselves. Several organisations had been forced to
temporarily suspend new referrals for certain projects,
whilst others were struggling to maintain staffing levels,
and retain personnel for adequate lengths of time to
ensure proficiency and good practice.

Frequent changes in personnel, due to recruitment and
retention problems, meant that partnership working
was often hampered. Personal and organisational
relationships and continuity around casework that had
been build up through dedicated partnership working
were often fractured when staff members moved on with
little — or no — notice. This, for the Hub, could mean that
receiving information around risk and the approval of
addresses could be slower than required, which could
have an impact on relationships with accommodation
providers. Other partner organisations spoke of
sometimes having difficulty maintaining contact with
probation officers when attempting to support mutual
clients, and clients having difficulties because their
probation officers were changing so frequently:

“Probation officers’ caseloads keep
changing and so often Officers don’t
even know the client themselves
and clients are finding it hard when
their Officers constantly change.”

[Exempt accommodation provider]

“It can take us three months to
recruit, and we are really, really
struggling to get people in post,
we have had loads of problems.”

[Commissioned accommodation and support provider]

“I’s hard to get that rapport you
need, get to know each other and
your ways of working enough,
when staff members change so
often. It’s not like you can think,
when you’re working at speed or
need to ensure you’ve got that
whole systems response, ‘oh, | know
such and such will get this, and we
can work on it together and I'll have
that assurance. With this type of
work, if those trust links aren’t there
it can be more difficult. Definitely”.

[Third sector partner organisation]

In addition, and as touched upon
in Section 5, frequent changes of
staff and recruitment challenges,
coupled with changing working
practices post-Covid, meant that
sustained co-location could be
difficult to achieve. However,
this was something the Service
Manager at the JQ Hub was
determined to continue working
towards, due to the perceived
benefits and working relationships
engendered through co-locative
working.






54

Risk and Assurance

One of the key benefits of the JQ Hub that was
expressed by most external stakeholders was the levels
of assurance and risk mitigation that were garnered
through its strong commitment to partnership working,
co-ordination, and quality assurance. It was felt that the
pathway, the Charter of Rights, and Spring’s willingness
to advocate for their clients, their staff and for better
practice, was a significant step forward from previous
modes of working.

“Exempt providers used to contact
this prison direct and even back
then [prior to reunification] Spring
were helpful in working out who

to use, but now that the Hub is
established, there’s less of this
direct referrals and people using
poor providers because now there
is actually something set up.”

“There’s definitely more sense of a
pathway, now, and there’s greater
assurance [that] if you use the JQ
Hub, they won’t be using all these
horrific places. It’s just getting
people to stop cutting corners and
that’s not Spring’s responsibility.”
[Commissioned provider]

There was an awareness and appreciation that Spring
occupied a potentially difficult position, working with a
wide range of partners with competing priorities and
conceptions. This was alongside Spring attempting to
‘hold the ring’ to ensure processes and procedures were
as effective as possible, and that there was assurance,

accountability and transparency within accommodation
placements.

“The Hub are constantly focussed
on mitigating risk. The way they
work is a definite improvement
[from before]. It’s like having more
realistic and adult conversations
about where we are and what we
can do together”.

“The Hub and staff are in a difficult
position as they have to work with
probation, and exempt providers,
and the local authority, and all
maybe with different conceptions
of risk and how to mitigate it and
ensuring all stakeholders and
clients are satisfied. They do it
well, but it can’t be easy.”

[Exempt providers]

“The Hub definitely gives

greater assurances about who
[accommodation providers] to go
to. It’s clear what their criteria and
processes are and they actually
communicate with you, to work on
a solution”

[Criminal justice agency]

“The landlord liaison bit Spring
have as part of their Hub is
fantastic. They genuinely get to
know those providers, and that
gives us greater assurances, but
they won’t cut corners - if they
think a property isn’t right, or
that the client needs more than
they can give, they aren’t afraid
to say that. They are promoting
that customer’s needs, not just
looking to tick a box to say they’ve
housed someone. That’s pretty
refreshing”.

[Commissioned provider]



Stakeholders who worked across several local authority
areas suggested there was a marked difference
between Birmingham and other areas, due to the
presence of the JQ Hub and the work it had done to
create accommodation pathways, create and sustain
relationships with housing providers, and work in
partnership:

“We try to mitigate risks for people
by referring into the Hub - other
areas don’t have a hub so it’s more
tricky and risky”

“In areas where we don’t have a
JQ-type Hub we are still trying

to build up knowledge and
relationships with housing
providers - the JQ Hub has helped
massively with this element and
they are good to work alongside.
Really helpful and you can see
what they’re trying to achieve”.

“With the Hub, you get the
feedback, and you can work on
what is going wrong, where the
gaps are, where the blockages
are. There’s no central point
like that anywhere else, [one]
that is really getting the whole
perspective and working across
us all to get it better”

Referrals and partnership working

“Staff at the hub are very proficient,
high-level practitioners and this

is obvious when you interact

with them, and they always give
constructive feedback”.

[Exempt accommodation provider]

The cohering theme that ran through all interviews with
stakeholders and Hub staff was that of partnership working
and ‘quality referrals’. Most felt that the Hub was working
well, and adding value to the area of prison release and
homelessness. Those who felt some of the processes
were falling down, or weren’t as effective as they could be,
acknowledged that this was due to systemic issues on the
criminal justice side.

There was strong support and praise for the ‘systems
change’ that the Hub was creating and promoting,

the strong partnership working it was fostering, and its
wilingness to upskill other agencies and share knowledge
and expertise.

“As a co-commissioned service
we try to promote systems change
and getting buy in for the hub is a
part of that.”

[Commissioned accommodation provider]

“The Hub itself works really well
but we don’t have the people our
end to make it [the whole process]
as good as it could be”

“The Hub is brilliant, it is more
the criminal justice side that isn’t
functioning correctly or in the
favour of prisoners”

“The Hub have offered to do
refresher training for staff on
referral partners, what can help
a prisoner on release, strengths
base assessments, and it’s so
good to have that kind of
resource in the City”

[Probation workers]

It was felt that the level of detail the Hub provide, and
how proficient they are at ensuring gaps in processes are
highlighted in a sensitive, professional way was providing
greater assurance that those released from prison would
have a positive move into accommodation. The wilingness
of the Hub to provide feedback to partner agencies, and
their willingness to in turn accept feedback, was seen to
set the Hub apart from some others.
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“We have a good relationship

with [Senior staff]. Yes, tracking
down offender managers and the
communication and sharing of
info can be lacking sometimes on
that side, so if we ever have a poor
referral into the hub, or someone
without a local connection

[the Service Manager] comes
straight to me with feedback and

| then go to that staff member and
have a conversation. It is about
educating people into the way of
working and the consequences
of not doing that.”

[Senior Probation worker]

“Anything we ask for the Hub are
always willing to oblige or try to
help us solve it.”

“We have really good
communication with the Hub
but | acknowledge the quality of
referrals from prison that end up
at the Hub is sometimes lacking
in many respects but they are so
up to speed and will challenge
that and work with us to get the
best outcome for the prisoner”

[Prison workers]

Accommodation providers felt that the Hub’s working
practices were much more conducive to positive,
strengths-based working and transparent, positive
practice than anything they had experienced previously.
It was felt that the Hub worked diligently between
partner agencies to ensure accommaodation providers
had as much information as they required to make

an informed decision on accepting a client. Providers
also commented on how the Hub did not just focus on
deficits and risks, but really tried to ‘promote’ the clients
as individuals, and advocated strongly for them to
achieve the desired outcome.

“The Hub works very well - very
pleased with the level of detail
provided. Where it isn’t provided
sufficiently it is usually probations
referral and down to an individual
worker”

[Exempt provider]

“Other hubs don’t respond or ask
for feedback or a conversation after
the you reject a referral - they just
move to the next option, but Spring
do and this really helps understand
what we all need to do to get better
and provide what is needed”

“JQ Hub are great, referrals always
have all the relevant info on, and
they are always on the end of

the phone for discussion and
clarification”

“Everything feels a lot more
secure and managed via the Hub
as opposed to other Hubs or
direct referrals from agencies.
More assurance. There is genuine
dialogue, and we can work on
complex cases and try to reach
credible solutions.”

[Non-commissioned accommodation providers]

On occasion, accommodation providers suggested parts
of the process had ‘fallen down’, or there were perceived
‘blockages’, and confusion around responsibilities.
However, in the main, these were seen to be outside

of Spring’s remit or control, and those that were within
Spring’s remit were resolved quickly. This was expressed as
the one ‘piece of the puzzle’ that Spring were not able to
provide: overall control and influence to ‘bring organisations
into line’. Undoubtedly, Spring staff endeavour to promote
and facilitate best practice in the interests of their clients.
However, as Spring do not have the ‘authority’ or requisite
‘pull’ with all partner agencies, it is inevitable that there will
be ‘slippage’ and parts of the system working against the
overall direction of travel.



“Gaps in the system” and continuity

External stakeholders and JQ Hub staff suggested that
as far as possible they attempt to provide continuity of
support for a client. This included ‘continuity of care’
from prison for existing longer-term needs and ensuring
individuals had the offer of holistic, wrap around support.

In addition, there was a suggestion that, as an optimum,
accommodation placements should be followed up

and monitored to ensure people were sustaining
accommodation, and to assist them if there were
ongoing problems. However, this level of monitoring
was not deemed feasible for Hub staff to complete.
Accommodation providers would, sometimes, give
feedback on how clients were fairing, and there was
communication and follow up around those who did not
arrive to sign for their accommodation.

However, the HTWS through Sifa Fireside, alongside the
strong partnership working, detailed needs assessments
and onward referrals carried out at the Hub were seen to
provide as much assurance as was feasible that those
placed through the Hub would receive continuity of
support. Spring, of course, were able to provide much
greater monitoring and joint sustainment work with those
who were placed into Spring’s own accommodation,
and this was seen to work well.

The HTWS was attempting to follow up on those who
did not turn up for their sign up at an exempt property
by accompanying street outreach teams and discussing
cases with other partners. It still appeared there was a
lot to develop around this, particularly in terms of what
was feasible for separate organisations — and collectively
as part of a joint approach — could do to mitigate for ‘no
shows’ or follow up adequately when individuals left their
accommodation with no notice.

Another issue that was particularly remarked upon by
accommodation providers was that of continuity of care
for mental health issues. Many felt that the continuity of
care and treatment plans had dipped significantly since
reunification and that they were almost ‘starting from
scratch’ to get diagnoses, treatment and care plans in
place or residents who had recently left prison.

This left exempt providers carrying out work that often
felt beyond their expertise, with long waiting times and
a lack of communication frustrating the process further.
As one accommodation provider of many years’
experience commented:

“Mental health is a huge thing that
is missed within the prison system.
| was in probation 12 years ago
and mental health involvement
was good but now there doesn’t
seem to be anything - and this
isn’t just short-term sentences but
also people who have been in for a
relatively long time”

Another provider reflected on how, since reunification
and the introduction of the new Dynamic Framework
contracts, continuity of care for mental health and
substance misuse had waned; something that

was having a significant effect on quality of life,
accommodation sustainment and reoffending:

“A while back, we would work with
[CJS staff] and there was a clear pre
and post release plan, medication
and details around treatment for
mental health needs, substance
misuse was all clear, which helped
with our intake processes to ensure
we were being fair to residents...
these days many don’t even appear
to have a diagnosis, let alone meds,
and it can be really overwhelming
for these guys who have had
absolutely no input for years. This is
the type of work we are doing and
we’re not commissioned; we don’t
get all the additional support costs.”

“We should be contributing to an
ongoing care plan, not attempting
to start from scratch, and it
genuinely feels like we are starting
from the bottom again”.

As discussed in Section 5, Hub staff had found it
challenging to assure continuity of care was in place,

and effectively had to ‘trust’ that other agencies were
carrying out this work effectively.
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Information point: ‘Continuity of Care’

As far back 2009, the report by Lord Bradley into people
with learning disabilities and mental health problems in
the criminal justice system, recognised the importance
of ensuring those accessing treatment in prison were
able to maintain this engagement and treatment.

‘Continuity of care’ refers to the transition to community-
based treatment services for prison leavers, to ensure
there is continuous support for an individual both in
prison and after release. Evidence has shown how
‘interrupted care and support pathways’ can cause

an individual to relapse, have their mental and physical
health conditions worsen or increase the likelihood of
reoffending. Robust continuity of care from prison to
community aims to ensure the health and wellbeing
gains made in custody are not lost.

Most frequently, continuity of care refers to mental health,
physical health, and substance misuse treatment, but
incorporates a range of social and health care needs.
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7. Lived Experience and Case Studies:

This section presents the key themes and insights from interviews with 7 individuals with lived experience
who had accessed the JQ Hub for housing support following release from custody.

The interviews were semi-structured and covered a range of topics related to the practice-based,
systemic and structural contexts within which the JQ Hub operates.

Topics covered included:

- Details of housing circumstances / histories prior to custody

- Offending history

- Accessing help for accommodation
- Current living conditions

- Other support needs

- Adjustment to life outside of prison

- Relationships with statutory and voluntary agencies

- Other social relationships
- Goals and aspirations
- Suggestions for policy or practice improvement

Some participants were much more open about their
experiences and circumstances than others and, due
to the nature of their status as a ‘prisoner leaver’ or

‘former offender’, were often reticent and self-conscious

when relaying their thoughts and experiences.

As interviews were conducted over the telephone and
participants were only interviewed once, there were
difficulties in building up the necessary amount of
rapport with a minority of participants. Nonetheless,

it is important that the views and experiences of this
cohort are represented within this report, with the
intention that some of these themes can be pursued
further in future policy and good practice discussions.

Key themes

Firstly, it is important to note that none of those
interviewed realised, in any material sense, that they
had been a ‘client of’ or ‘gone through’ the JQ Hub.
Most were aware of Spring Housing as they had at
some point been living in a Spring accommodation
scheme, but their recollections did not cohere around
any notions of the Hub as a specific, discrete or
meaningful part of their experiences. This, however,
is not necessarily a negative finding, or in any way
suggestive of the idea that the Hub did not make an
‘impression’ or ‘impact’ upon participants. Critics of
Hub models for those at risk of homelessness that
openly or tacitly designate their services to specific

groups see this as potentially stigmatising and ‘othering’.

The JQ Hub is able to conduct the majority of its
referral and assessment processes remotely and aims
at integration rather than separation. In this way, the
fact that the experiences and perceptions of those
interviewed were not refracted through a potentially
stigmatising lens is of benefit, particularly when taking
into consideration the proceeding interview themes.

Secondly, overall, participants felt that their experience
of leaving prison and acquiring housing and support
was as positive an experience as it could have been.
All' suggested the process had gone ‘smoothly’ and
had been a lot quicker and less problematic than they
had anticipated. Two participants had been in custody
and released into uncertain circumstances on another
occasion prior to the time under discussion. Both felt
that during this most recent time, they had been referred
into better accommodation, had ‘moved around less’,
and had a lot more support.

All participants spoke of how bewildering it felt to be
released from prison and that they felt there wasn’t
enough to help people, materially and financially, in
the first few weeks. All had been grateful for all of the
support they had received to help ‘get things in order’
financially and most felt they had received a lot more
support and input than they were expecting, or had
received previously.



Interview data yielded four key themes and two sub-themes:

o

Stigma and Shame:

B

T

Adapting to ‘life outside’

&

Accepting help

Stigma and Shame

All participants spoke of feeling stigmatised by their
identity as an ‘offender’ or ‘former prisoner’ and of how
this affected their interactions with individuals

and services. Some felt that, even if they didn’t disclose
their conviction, people would ‘find out” and this

may affect their ability to engage with, or maintain,

their surroundings. Some felt they ‘kept themselves

to themselves’ within their accommodation as they

did not want anyone to discover the nature of their
offence, but all felt having a key worker attached to their
accommodation who they could work closely with was
of great benefit.

These feelings of stigma and shame were also
transposed onto notions of ‘help-seeking’” and support.
Several felt they were not ‘worthy’ of all the help and
support they were receiving and felt a level of guilt that
others who had not committed any offences were
probably struggling to find the help they needed.

opNe

e

Friends, family, and leisure

O
Y

Work and training

©

Goals and aspirations

This notion of not ‘deserving’ help would have precluded
most participants from actively seeking it out. However,
since being released from custody and being referred

to the JQ Hub, all participants felt they had been given

a wealth of support and had been given options and
choices that were tailored towards them as individuals.
In a sense, many felt they had not really had to ‘try’ at

all to get a requisite amount of support and involvement
from professionals.

“l mean, I’ve had so much help,
can’t fault it at all. There’s just been
so much there, all offered to me and
it’s like nothing is too much trouble.
It makes you feel bad that there’s
loads of people who need this help,
and they don’t get nowhere near it”.
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“Anything I’'ve wanted, it’s been
offered. It wasn’t just, get you a
house and dump you sort of thing.
They’re [support workers] always
checking and asking you if you
need things and they pick up on
stuff you haven’t even said, so, it’s
helpful because | find asking hard.
It’s like, you don’t want to take
things away from other people that
haven’t...well, that haven’t been
inside and it’s not their fault they’re
in that position”

“My probation officer has changed
a few times which has been hard
to stay on track of it and | don’t
talk to her as much as some stuff,
embarrassing, really, but with
[accommodation key worker],

I’m on a level with him, like it’s

a different relationship and he

can see when I’'m struggling with
something”

Tied to the notion of not actively, or proactively,
seeking out help were instances tied to independent
living. Some participants had served long sentences
and did not feel they had the necessary ‘skills’ or
experience to live more independently, and were
learning or relearning such skills. There was a distinct
sense of embarrassment or shame around this for
these participants, and many had expressed how
they had, effectively, struggled alone until they had
either built up the requisite trust and support with their
accommodation key worker to voice their difficulties,
or until that worker had identified an issue and offered
immediate and longer-term solutions.

Having someone aware of their circumstances and
background, and acting in a non-judgemental manner
by pre-empting or empathising with their individual
circumstances, was hugely beneficial to participants,
reducing feelings of stigma and shame and allowing
them to move forward at their own pace.

Such notions of stigma and shame meant some
participants appeared to have ‘retreated inwards’
and were not engaging in any activities outside of
their accommodation, or mandated appointments
with statutory services.

Those that had been offered — and accepted — more
holistic forms of support, such as that offered by the
Crisis Case Manager, appeared a lot more engaged
with ‘wider society’ and spoke much more hopefully
about the future.

“Even sometimes walking down
the street, | expect someone to
ask me what I’m doing, telling me
| shouldn’t be there or that they
know about what I’ve done.

My [Spring] worker is great.
Can'’t fault him. They’ve been
really good to me here but | don’t
really talk to the other lads [in the
house].”

“To be honest, | was engaged and
prepared to make the changes,

get on with what needs to be done.
It depends on how motivated you
are. | really was and | don’t think
everyone is. I’'m not back to where

| was but getting there. Taking every
opportunity and that”

Participants who could recall their initial assessments
and encounters with Hub staff when seeking
accommodation or support post-release mentioned
how kind and understanding staff had been, and how
they had felt listened to and treated with respect.
Some commented on how staff seemed interested in
them as a person and invested in getting them the right
place to live. Some commented on how, when looking
for housing after custody, it can feel like ‘you’re up
against it’ and there was an acute awareness that
they were not a group seen as ‘deserving’ of
accommaodation; having, instead, to ‘prove themselves’.

Spring staff’s strengths-based approach to engagement
and assessment, and their ethos of ‘positively promoting’
their clients, clearly assists those with an ‘offending’
background to push back against what has been called
elsewhere ‘incarceration stigma’ (Keen, et. al., 2018).
Accommodation providers have also commented on
the way Hub staff liaise around accommodation referrals
and placements. Several remarked upon how Hub

staff advocate strongly for their clients, whilst also being
‘realistic and sensible’ about competing perceptions of
‘risk’, the need to balance all stakeholder priorities and
uphold public and personal safety.



Work and Training

Most interviewees expressed a desire to enter, or
re-enter, the workplace; recognising the financial and
psychological benefits of meaningful employment.
Many felt that employment would perhaps help
them to find self-contained accommodation, but all
expressed how the rents charged within supported

accommodation were a barrier to gaining employment.

Most felt that, unless they could find a job that paid
‘really decent money’, they would still struggle to
find self-contained private sector accommodation
but would not be able to remain in their supported
accommodation due to a perception that the rent
would be prohibitively high.

“Pm desperate to get back to
work. | know what I’'m good at,
what I’ve done before, but being in
these accommodations it makes
it really difficult as | can’t afford it.
Then, | mean, | can’t get a flat or
anything round here. It stops you
moving forward a bit, yeah.”

“So, when I first got out, there
wasn’t any accommodation for
me, | wasn’t in [prison] for that
long and it was just a case of
‘see ya’, and so | was told to
phone the council as me and my
girifriend broke up, so | couldn’t
go back to hers. You know what?
The guy at the council, when | said

I’'d worked before and knew I'd be
able to get some more full time
work really quickly, he said that they
couldn’t’ help me because | was
working, or there wasn’t anywhere
that would take me if | was going
to work. | slept out that night and
the next day | thought, “I’'m going in
there, because that can’t be right”
and the person | spoke to actually
said, he said to me...Spring do
houses where you can work and
they could help with other stuff, too,
so he gave me the number for
Spring, and it went from there.

They got me a place really quick,
and they didn’t bother when | said
| was gonna work. Turned out that
when the job finally came through
| actually got a flat [through a
social landlord] around the same
time. Spring helped with that as
well. It all worked out loads better
than it could have done and | was
motivated. If you weren’t or you’d
been knocked around a lot more,
you can see how you’d end up in
a bad way, maybe”

Friends and Family

All those interviewed had fractured relationships with
family members and few, if any, friends. Many had lost
relationships with family members due to their offence,
whilst others had never had a stable family home or
had lost touch with family prior to their incarceration.
Several participants felt their experiences in prison had
made them very wary and mistrustful of people, and
that forming friendships and relationships was, whilst
sometimes desired, hot something they felt ready or
able to achieve. Some participants found the nature of
shared living beneficial as it ‘forced’ them to interact
with people and be less isolated or ‘antisocial’, whilst
others were wary of their fellow occupants and limited
their interactions.

Social isolation and boredom was common amongst
interviewees, and none felt they had received any
support or understanding whilst in prison about
reconnecting with family, or increasing social integration
once released.

Most, although naturally glad to no longer be in custody,
had found the resettlement, or adjustment period difficult
in their own individual ways. All participants expressed
surprise at how much support was offered to them,
even if they were not always willing or able to take up
every offer. All but one expressed a desire to

be in a different living environment but accepted that
this was all they would be offered currently, and so
tried to ‘make the best of it’.
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Case Studies

Chris* was referred to the JQ Housing and Wellbeing
Hub for suitable accommodation and support after
receiving a suspended sentence. Chris was residing in
his own accommodation but had trouble with issues
such as hoarding, debts and declining mental health.

The Hub supported Chris to move into a staffed hostel,
and he was referred to the Crisis Case Manager for
intensive wrap around support. Chris initially struggled
to engage with the Crisis worker due to his mental
health and anxiety. However, after several sessions
Chris was able to build trust and started to open up
about his support needs.

Jake* moved into accommodation with Spring after
leaving prison. Jake reported that he had mental health
issues and was a care leaver.

A Spring accommodation support worker met up with
Jake on the day of release, after he had attended his
probation appointment, to make sure he felt supported
straight away. Jake was shown around his new
accommodation and was given a food parcel, which
included some fresh fruits and bread. He was also
given bedding (new quilt, pillow, and new covers).

Jake was taken through the Charter of Rights and
what his rights and responsibilities were, as a resident.
He was also made aware of the enhanced support
available from the Spring ex-offender’s team, but that
this engagement is voluntary.

Spring staff supported Jake to complete a Universal
Credit application and arranged for him to get
additional support with obtaining ID. Jake settled in
well to his accommodation and reported improved
wellbeing and hope to move on with his life.

Jake was supported to complete training courses
whilst with Spring and is now looking forward to
starting work. Jake’s support worker has discussed
extensively with Jake the changes to his benefits
that will come upon commencing paid employment,
and worked on housing plans and expectations, and
budgeting for independent living.

Chris

Crisis supported Chris with the moving process and
supported him to address some of his difficulties with
independent living. He was also supported to access
vocational training, and agreed to weekly support
sessions and welfare calls to help with his mental health.

Chris eventually gained the confidence to attend a range
of social and learning sessions with Crisis, including
budgeting sessions, which have also allowed Chris

to regain control of his finances and confidently move
forward with his debts.

Chris feels he has taken back control of his life and is
moving on from his offence.

Jake

Jake continues to engage with support on a weekly
basis and feels confident enough to call or message his
support worker when he requires additional support.

If necessary, last minute support sessions are arranged
with Jake to ensure is as ongoing, tailored, and flexible
as possible.

Jake manages his Spring accommodation well,
despite a previous history of ‘failed tenancies’. He pays
his service charge promptly and engages in weekly
intensive support around accommodation sustainment.

The JQ Hub promotes enablement, and Jake’s support
worker has enabled Jake to feel more ready, and
equipped, for independent living. Some of this work
involved working with Jake to help him to understand
how his conduct, rent payment history and past tenancy
management can affects prospects, and that positive
change now sets a strong foundation for longer term
SUCCESS.

Jake’s support worker feels she has helped him to

set healthy boundaries, sensitively advised on rights,
responsibilities, and expectations within supported
accommodation and when managing benefits claims,
along with a clear set of steps to assist Jake to move
forward with his life, via a strength-based support plan.



Spring has been supporting Ally* since March 2020
following her release from prison.

Ally settled well into Spring accommodation following
her referral from the JQ Hub. She engaged positively
with the support offered and began reporting
improvements in her mental health and wellbeing,
along with improved confidence and a willingness to
‘try new things’.

Subsequently, Ally achieved a volunteering position
with a local project, which she attends weekly,
supporting other volunteers with outdoor activities.

JJ* was referred by the JQ Hub into Spring
accommodation following release from prison.

He has a long history of repeat serious offenses.

He received a lengthy prison sentence and probation
period. Probation also noted he had a previous history
of substance misuse.

JJ received intensive support from the team, with
regular face to face visits up to 6 hours a week.

He was initially supported in setting up his Universal
Credit claim and reopening his bank account as this
had been previously closed. He was then supported
to look at options for his future such as being
referred to the Spring digital inclusion hub to look for
courses. Whilst with Spring, JJ completed a range of
professional and accreditation courses.

*All names and identifying features have been changed

Ally

Ally has also developed new cooking skills since joining
as a volunteer and has also made new friends.

She recently expressed that, even when she is having
a bad week, she has something to look forward to.

Support from the service at Spring has given Ally hope
that ‘things will get better’, and that she will no longer
let her past experiences affect her future.

Ally is now being supported to find her own flat,
with the hopes of finding employment.

JJ

JJ was supported to sign up to Birmingham City
Council housing waiting list, but was rejected due to
having no local connection. JJ passed his professional
qualifications, joined some employment agencies and
worked alongside a local charity to actively prepare
for work. JJ was subsequently successful in gaining
employment and decided it was best that to leave
Spring and live with family to enable him to be able to
save some money and increase his housing options.

During his time at Spring, JJ received regular support
and encouragement from his support worker to
maintain his tenancy and to not return to re-offending.
Since leaving Spring’s services, he has expressed to

staff what a positive experience he has had with Spring.
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8. Concluding Thoughts:

This review has provided evidence and analysis of the processes within, and some of the contexts surrounding,
Spring Housing’s JQ Hub. It has framed operational processes and ‘on the ground’ experiences within

a purposefully wider contextual framework. This was in order to show the reciprocal connectedness
between policies, systems and structures, and the Hub’s operational activity; particularly how the Hub’s
ability to create wider, and lasting, impact and change can be constrained by the existence, and any

understandings of, such factors.

The JQ Hub has, early on, had to incorporate flexibility
and adaptiveness into its operation to attend to the
needs of its clients, emerging issues, and fluid local
policy and practice environments. Since the early
stages of mobilisation, the JQ Hub has had to contend
with such factors as the Covid-19 pandemic, the
‘reunification’ of probation services, and a range of new
funding contracts and initiatives; some of which overlap
with the Hub’s core purpose and remit. The flexibility and
innovation the Hub have exhibited in order to respond
and adapt to these changes, whilst still centring the
needs and interests of their target client group, displays
the strength of partnership working they have achieved
within a sector, along with the realities of operating

a service within such a dynamic area of policy and
practice.

The work and value of the JQ Hub reaches beyond

the core - and often more measurable - function

of accommaodation placements and longer-term

support co-ordination. The Hub’s work involves high
level partnership working, capacity-building, sectoral
advocacy, and wider systems and practice change.

The JQ Hub is not merely catering for its client group,
but also advocating, both directly and indirectly through
the course of its varied activities. In this way, we can look
to what Weiss described as the ‘mechanisms of change’
within a project, that are produced through operational
activity. That is, ‘not the program activities per se, but
the responses that the activities generate’ (1997, 46).
Certainly, those who work across several local authority
areas were able to utilise comparators to highlight the
value and benefits of the Hub model; to both their
organisation and the client group.

The JQ Hub cannot, and was never intended to be, a
service that caters for all aspects of ‘resettlement’ for
those released from custody. No one agency, after all,
can provide the necessary breadth and scope of services
and expertise. However, the level of close partnership
working and the co-ordinating and assurance function
the Hub have developed around, particularly, safe, stable
and appropriate accommodation placements has gone

some way to ensuring there is a more comprehensive
and measured approach. Nonetheless, some people in
contact with the criminal justice system are still “falling
through the gaps’, and this is particularly the case for
those serving short term sentences. It is also important
to note that the pressures upon agencies and individual
workers within the criminal justice system currently
prohibit established protocols from working in all cases.
This is often exacerbated by funding and commissioning
activity that fails to account for the varied circumstances
of those released from custody, or fails to incorporate the
necessary level reactivity, or ‘crisis work’, into its modes of
access and assessment.

The imperative for decent, secure, and safe housing

that is conducive to health, wellbeing, opportunity, and
growth, alongside hoalistic, tailored, and non-prejudicial
support should be the foundational principles of any

effort to prevent and swiftly ‘relieve’ homelessness.
Nonetheless, it is undeniable that there is a lack of suitable
accommodation — both short and longer term — for those
being released from custody. This is particularly the case
for those deemed a ‘higher risk’ or with ‘higher needs’

but is felt at all ‘levels’ of offending. In particular, the lack
of options — and options at speed — for some is frustrating
attempts to maintain a clear, consistent and workable
accommodation ‘pathway’. Nationally, the lack of suitable
housing options for prison leavers is most often framed

in relation to a primary imperative to reduce reoffending
and prioritise public protection by not releasing prisoners
without an address. Data on housing placements and
circumstances upon release is prioritised over any sense of
quality of life and longer-term resettlement prospects and
outcomes. Similarly, detailed data on the links between
specific housing circumstances and reoffending is lacking,
alongside robust data on ‘housing histories’, offending
and longer-term resettlement outcomes. However, this
can lead to a professional culture of ‘short-termism’ within
housing placements and support strategies. This reduces
opportunities for trauma-informed ways of working that
also take into account individual and structural stigma, the
need for longer-term support, and an often slower, more
persistent, and ‘quietly assertive’ approach.



For fear of stating the obvious, prison can be a
traumatising, life-changing experience, creating and
perpetuating disadvantage and social exclusion;
something we perhaps too often overlook due to historical
views of prison as a punitive, rather than a rehabilitative,
environment. Prisons, after all, we are told, house
offenders not victims. However, if the potential effects of
such environments, combined with often inadequately
assessed and identified pre-existing needs, are overlooked
in the context of resettlement and rehabilitation, it may
adversely affect the ‘success’ or ‘sustainability’ of
housing and other interventions. Indeed, the concept of
‘resettlement’ has been criticised by some criminologists
as a misnomer, predicated on the erroneous assumption
that person’s life was settled, or stable, prior to sentencing.
As evidenced by the cases that ‘come through’ the JQ
Hub, many individuals have multiple and complex needs
and considerations. Spring advocate for these clients and
provide the opportunity for holistic, more comprehensive
support packages. However, as accommodation providers
have often highlighted, it feels as if little work has been
done during custodial sentences to help prisoners address
their issues, and the levels of support available within
funding regimes are often vastly inadequate to address
them post-release.

Ultimately, no matter the level of sectoral advocacy there
is amongst relevant agencies for this client group, those
who have had contact with the criminal justice system,
especially in housing terms, often still feel ‘at the bottom
of the pile’. Exclusionary practices remain - from the least
to the most ‘desirable’ forms of accommodation - and
stigma towards ‘offenders’ is endemic within housing
and social policy. This includes local authority areas with
an allocations policy that excludes many offenders from
accessing social housing, or the seeming lack of parity
between certain homeless ‘groups’ and their treatment
under the Homeless Reduction Act. The JQ Hub
attempt to engender parity through their strengths-based
‘promotion’ of Hub clients as individuals. However, the
issues are far deegper-rooted than on the level of individual
housing placements. To borrow a phrase made popular
through mental health advocacy, in which advocates

and politicians lobbied for mental health to be valued as
equally as physical health in policy and provision, those
who have had contact with the criminal justice system
require not just parity of service provision, but parity of
esteem 16 with other homeless and vulnerably housed
groups. Without this, any strategies or funding that aims
to prevent homelessness, decrease offending,

and improve resettlement will surely remain partial.

New strategies and projected policy change within the
criminal justice system continue apace. HMPPS are
currently consulting and working on setting out a “clear
vision of what effective resettliement should look like for
people in prison and prison leavers by 2030”7, whilst the
Prison’s White Paper holds the dubious promise of more
prisons, harsher sentences, and custodial sentences for
a greater range of offences (MOJ, 2021). It appears that
more and more people will be sentenced to prison terms
in the future and many will be released into a system
unable to cope with demand, and unable to adequately
and safely house them. It feels obvious almost to the point
of mundanity to state that, until our housing and support
systems are able to respond adequately to demand and
need, and until certain ‘types’ of offending are viewed as
part of an ongoing pattern of deegp and multiple exclusion,
many will be subject to repeat cycles of offending and
incarceration. Many others will be subject to living
conditions unconducive to a life of dignity and peace that
all who have served their sentence surely, in a society that
believes in rehabilitation, have as a fundamental right.

These, of course, are concepts and problems far beyond
the scope, remit, and power of the JQ Hub, or of the
local criminal justice agencies and practitioners that work
alongside it. The issues surrounding notions of ‘prison
release’ and ‘resettlement’ exist at the intersection of
structural, regulatory, policy, systemic and practice
concerns. However, those ‘mechanisms of change’
generated through the Hub’s, and partner agencies’,
activities, and the incremental changes to practice created
by consistent advocacy and good practice, serve to
steadily maintain the momentum for policy improvement.
Evidence of good practice and the additional learning
gathered through the JQ Hub’s operations can, through
joint-working and equitable, boundaried relationships,
present workable solutions.

When the structural and systemic antecedents of a
problematic area of policy become too vast and too

wide, it can very quickly become ‘everyone and no one’s
problem’. Instead, to conclude this review and introduce
the recommendations and learning points that make up
the final chapter, it is important to assert that realistic and
achievable recommendations for change can be made.
This is not to neglect the wider, wholesale reforms that

are needed to ensure our criminal justice system does not
perpetrate the harm it is ostensibly there to redress. As has
been made clear within this review, policy and practice can
send tacit messages about the ‘worthiness’ or ‘value’ of
certain groups. Therefore, positive, consistent, and clear
practices are required to ensure there is a credible platform
to advocate for wider scale reform.

16 “The notion of Parity of Esteem refers to socio-political and legal arrangements wherein the same degree of dignity and importance of narrative are shared between
two or more culturally different groups in the same location.”. This concept came to prominence during the peace talks in Northern Ireland, before moving into healthcare

policy in early 2000s, spearheaded by Norman Lamb.






9. Key Recommendations
and Learning Points:

The Accommodation ‘Pathway’:

- There should be a formalised joint protocol with oversight between the local authority and National
Probation Service. This protocol should receive input from the JQ Hub and other commissioned services
and be reviewed regularly.

- Placements made ‘outside of the pathway’ should, wherever possible, be recorded and monitored by
the JQ Hub to evidence gaps in provision and external pressures that preclude services from utilising
preferred routes.

The Homelessness Reduction Act:

- There must be greater transparency and clarity between the local authority, statutory criminal justice
agencies and commissioned services around the Homelessness Reduction Act and the Duty to Refer.

- Cases referred to the JQ Hub through the local authority Housing Options Centre must have a Personal
Housing Plan, and there should be ongoing communication and feedback between the two agencies
until a safe and secure resolution is found for each individual client.

Ministry of Justice Commissioning and Policy Change

- Contracts commissioned by the Ministry of Justice or associated central government departments
should entail greater local scoping and communication to avoid unnecessary duplication and confusion
or roles and responsibilities

- Services commissioned by local authorities to cater for those with experience of the criminal justice
system should be keep informed of upcoming policy, and well in advance of implementation

‘Crisis’ and ‘Emergency’ Referrals:

‘Crisis’ and ‘emergency’ referrals include, predominantly, those serving short sentences, remand, and
‘time served’ cases. The JQ Hub and the NACRO ModJ contract were not commissioned to provide an
‘emergency’ service. Many commissioned accommodation providers require several days to assess
individuals for placement. Howevery, it is clear that, particularly with the remand prison HMP Birmingham
in the locality, a high proportion of individuals are being released at short notice or without adequate time
in custody to carry out planned ‘resettlement’ work. There is insufficient accommodation within agreed
and approved referral routes to accommodate this cohort.

- Commissioners must provide more direct access and transitional accommodation for those released at
short notice or after a short sentence.

- The new Short Term Sentences Team at the NPS should work closely with the local authority and the JQ
Hub around creating workable solutions and ongoing support for those who have served short sentences.
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Accommodation and ‘Risk’:

- There is a lack of suitable accommodation - with suitably trained and equipped staff — to accommodate
those released from prison and who are deemed to be ‘high risk’ or ‘high needs’. This is particularly,
but not only, the case for Registered Sex Offenders. Commissioners must address and account for the
inability of their providers to accept individuals with such levels of need/risk.

- The vast majority of those with ‘high risk’ and ‘high need’ designations are being accommodated in the
non-commissioned exempt accommodation sector. A review of the progress and outcomes of ‘high risk’
prison leavers in exempt accommodation in Birmingham should be carried out.

Perceptions and Understandings of ‘Risk’

- Moving away from the pejorative language of “risk” and towards notions of public health and resettlement
is seen as a way of increasing the availability of accommodation, by encouraging providers to offer
their properties to prison leavers. Training and awareness sessions should be made available to those
accommodating or considering accommodating those from cohorts traditionally perceived as high(er) risk.
This could include creating shared language and understandings, types of offence, collaborative
approaches and strength-based assessments. Such sessions would retain the clear demarcation of
responsibilities for managing offenders and their risk to the public, but would allow for more equitable,
safe, and pragmatic approaches to risk assessments.

‘Exhausting all options’ and ‘Revolving Door’ Cases:

- Cases that repeatedly return to the JQ Hub (usually due to repeat cycles of offending and short sentences
or dynamic housing patterns due to conduct) should be monitored and strategies for improvement put forward.

- The Crisis Case Manager model has had success with ‘repeat customers’ and those with more
‘complex’ needs. This capacity should be increased.

- The requirement for the JQ Hub to ‘exhaust all options’ before returning a case to the local authority is
problematic and requires review; particularly in those cases where the outcome is inevitable.
There should be increased capacity within the Hub to monitor these cases ‘end to end’ and ensure
individuals are achieving their rights under homelessness legislation.




Out of Area Referrals:

The issue of external local authorities and criminal justice agencies referring their cases into the
unregulated Birmingham exempt sector is a longstanding and long known one within Birmingham.

This practice has continued apace despite commissioned services such as the JQ Hub and NACRO
working within an agreement to only work with those who have a local connection to Birmingham and/or
are an ‘official transfer’ in NPS terms. Such individuals are being housed in unregulated and unmonitored
accommodated, often with no prior checks by the referring agent.

- The local authority, National Probation Service and the Ministry of Justice must work together to evidence
this issue and its impacts, and collaborate with regional partners to create a referral protocol.

Housing Benefit

Evidence from accommodation providers suggests many individuals who are serving short sentences or short
recalls to custody are unable to have their rent covered for the period of absence from their accommodation.
This was perceived to be a ‘new policy’ brought in by the local authority Revenue and Benefits department,
despite individual cases seemingly fulfilling the criteria under Housing Benefit Regulations.

- This must be investigated further by the local authority, in conjunction with the NPS and accommodation
providers, as it is causing new and repeat incidences of homelessness. There must be clarity and clear
guidance on this issue for accommodation providers and clear modes of cooperation and communication.

Accommodation and Employment

Despite being a ‘known issue’ for many years, individuals residing in supported exempt accommodation who
gain employment are being asked to leave due not a perception - or reality- that they cannot afford the rent.
Employment is seen as a key factor in resettlement and desistance from crime; not something that should
be discouraged, or should cause instances of further homelessness or housing instability. In recognition of
this, the West Midlands Probation Service is investing £4.25 million for Commissioned Rehabilitative Services
focused on Education, Training and Employment between 2022-25 (HM Prisons and Probation, 2022).

- There must be further acknowledgement and work around this issue locally and regionally. Considering
the evidenced benefits of employment to prison leavers and those with ‘offending backgrounds’,
the Ministry of Justice and NPS should consider this a priority, and work with regional and national
partners to affect change.

‘Parity of Esteem’

- Due to the evidenced links between them, homelessness and housing strategies and Criminal Justice
strategies should work together, not against each other. Exclusionary practices within current housing
systems, and the perceived unequal treatment of prison-leavers, requires a positive and open dialogue
between all concerned agencies. This should include work by the NPS with charity and non-criminal
justice statutory sectors on the elevation of rights for prison leavers and former ‘offenders’
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Continuity of Care and Holistic Support:

Feedback from commissioned services suggests extended and more holistic modes of support are not
often being utilised beyond the securing of accommodation. Providers are also reporting that continuity
of care is not always in place, which creates additional time and resource burdens upon their services.

- Continuity of care for prison leavers experiencing substance misuse, mental and physical health
difficulties should be prioritised and monitored by the NPS. This should include better ways to screen for,
particularly, mental health issues upon arrival in custody.

- An increase in referrals for additional support, or Commissioned Rehabilitative Services, should be
encouraged by the NPS amongst its professionals who are based in prisons and in the community.

- A specialist drug and alcohol worker should form part of the JQ Hub core staffing team, to assist with
continuity of care and liaise consistently with probation, drug and alcohol, and mental health services.

Trauma and Stigma

- There should be peer co-designed training for accommodation and support services, which particularly
focuses on the trauma and stigma encountered by those who have spent time in custody. These factors
can inhibit effective resettlement, housing sustainment, help-seeking, and retention within support services.
PIE and TIC approaches are widely available, but are rarely tailored specifically to the lived experiences of
those who have served time in custody, and the effects of this post-release.

JQ Hub Capacity

- In order to work fully and effectively with the volume of referrals, and the range of commissioned contracts
and initiatives around prison release, housing and homelessness, there should be increased funding for staff
capacity within the JQ Hub. This should include community workers who can provide prison in reach and
at the gate, additional capacity to carry out face to face assessments within the community, staff to monitor
and track more complex ‘revolving door’ and ‘exhausted all options’ cases and to provide capacity to
monitor cohorts of cases post referral.

Further Research and Monitoring

Within current structures and systems, data on housing placements and circumstances upon release is
prioritised over longer-term resettlement prospects and outcomes. Similarly, detailed data on the links
between specific housing circumstances and reoffending / recidivism is lacking, alongside robust data
on ‘housing histories’, offending, and longer-term resettlement outcomes.

- Investment in research and monitoring systems for the above criteria should be made by the Ministry of
Justice and at regional and local levels.
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