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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report details work done by the Centre for Social Impact (CSI), on behalf of the Constellation Project,
about a lived experience perspective on what supports can best prevent homelessness among young people
leaving youth justice detention. As profiled in the report, while the original intent of the research was to
generate lived experience perspectives about this subject to fill gaps in the existing literature, the end result
has instead been to design and provide resources to support practitioner-researcher led research on the
topic.
The research was originally planned to contain three stages:
1

Systematic
literature review
Completed as
planned

2

Lived
experience
workshop
Designed, but
unable to be
implemented

3

Synthesis
reporting
Restructured to
account for changes
to Stage 2

A systematic literature review was conducted of supports that can prompt
positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice
detention. The result was identification of several gaps in the literature and
existing evidence-base.
The next stage of the planned research approach was to conduct a lived
experience workshop with 2-3 young people aged 18-25 who had
experienced youth justice detention and homelessness following their
release. The workshop would discuss the gaps in the existing evidencebase identified by the literature review and gather young people’s ideas,
based on their lived experience, of how the gaps might be filled.
The final report from the project was planned to be a combined write up of
the literature review and workshop findings, intended to synthesise the
gaps in the literature and evidence-base with young people’s insights from
the lived experience workshop about what would help to fill the gaps.

The project was designed with a commitment to (1) be participatory; (2) both draw on and centre young
people’s lived experience; and (3) take a trauma-informed approach. These were purposefully selected
principles and practices, intended to ensure the ethical rigour and robustness of the research. Because of
the complex life experiences of the young people whom the project was about and the likelihood that many
might have experiences of trauma, complex support needs and of being part of multiple service systems, it
was critical that the project was designed to meet the highest ethical standards.
However, when attempting to recruit participants and implement the planned research, the project
encountered five key challenges:
(1) Identifying young people who met the selection criteria;
Young people of the right age group had not necessarily always had youth justice experience
and/or did not necessarily count themselves as having experienced homelessness.
(2) Travel restrictions from the COVID-19 pandemic;
The pandemic meant that the NSW-based research team could not travel to conduct face-to-face
data collection with the participants and remote participation was likely less appealing.
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(3) Finding young people who were willing and able to participate;
Young people experienced some barriers to participation, including not liking and/or potentially
not understanding some aspects of the planned research approach.
(4) Communication between research team and partner agencies assisting with recruitment;
Communication between the research team and partner agencies assisting with recruitment was
via an intermediary, which made explaining and arranging recruitment more difficult (which in
turn compounded challenges #1 and #3).
(5) Timelines and resourcing;
External requirements meant that a short initial timeline was available to the research, meaning
there was little time to manage recruitment challenges along with other delays, and preventing the
option for a pre-research preparation period to develop relationships, rapport and trust.

These recruitment challenges meant that the project was ultimately unable to proceed as planned, despite
engaging two different partner agencies to assist with finding participants. However, in reviewing the
challenges, significant learnings relevant to the original research topic were still available.
Essentially, the aim of the research was to explore what the gaps in the
literature on young people exiting youth justice detention to homelessness
are, why these are gaps and how they might be filled. Accordingly, in
assessing why there are the gaps that there are in the current literature and
how these gaps might be filled, the primary finding of this project is
that the way forward is a practitioner-researcher led project, with
formative participatory, lived experience and trauma-informed input
from young people themselves. The practitioner-research led approach
would potentially address some of the problems that constrained the
current study, as well as capitalise on the different conditions and types of
knowledge that practitioner-researchers can bring to the research context.

What is a practitionerresearcher?
A practitioner-researcher
is a frontline service
provider who undertakes
research from the basis
of their role in direct
service provision.

However, even if a practitioner-researcher approach is taken up, collaboration with university-based
researchers will likely remain critical. There is a need for university-researchers to play a role in the
background, providing their resources and skills to practitioner-led studies. In this spirit, the appendices of
this report include a write up of the literature review which informed the planned research, as well as the
research tools designed for the project and some of the relevant planning documents, so that the process of
arriving at the attached tools is transparent. If a practitioner-researcher wants to access these tools and use
(or adapt) them to implement their own research in the area of preventing homelessness among young
people leaving youth justice detention, then this would be most welcome and the full set of information
and tools are available for this purpose.
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

The rate of homelessness among young people in Australia continues to increase. In total, 27,680 young
people between the ages of 12-24 were classified as homeless on Census night 2016 – an increase from
25,197 in 2011). Young people aged between 12-24 accounted for 24% of the entire population of people
classified as homeless on Census night 2016 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018).
There is a clear link between with the rates of youth homelessness and experiences within the youth justice
system (MacKenzie et al., 2016). The relationship is bi-directional. Young people who are homeless are
more likely to engage in “survival crimes” (e.g. theft to address critical food and accommodation needs)
and are more likely to be visible to police while doing so, resulting in youth justice involvement. However,
young people who interact with the justice system are also more likely to become homeless as a result of
fewer social and familial supports and difficulty securing accommodation once they have a criminal record
(Stewart & Hurren, Emily, 2017). In Australia, among young people who have experienced youth justice
detention, 12% received support from homelessness services within two years of their release (AIHW,
2016) and, as adults, these young people remain almost twice as likely as others to have slept rough or in
squats (Bevitt et al., The University of Melbourne). Given this context, addressing homelessness outcomes
among young people leaving youth justice settings is critical to shifting the issue of youth homelessness
and of homelessness in general in Australia.
While young people’s perspectives have sometimes
featured in general research about the support they need
while in and when leaving youth justice settings, there has
been no systematic research into young people’s
perspectives on what helps them achieve positive housing
outcomes following youth justice detention. This is a gap
in current research, as it means there is no systematic or
coordinated understanding or evidence-base about best
practice supports to prevent homelessness post-release
from youth justice detention, particularly research led from
a ‘lived experience’ perspective.

‘Lived experience’ is the knowledge and
understanding that a person receives
when they have lived through an
experience. Some people also use the
term ‘lived expertise’, which is “the
knowledge, insights, understanding and
wisdom gathered through lived
experience.”
http//thelivedexperience.org/

Within this context, this report details work done by the Centre for Social Impact (CSI), on behalf of the
Constellation Project, about a lived experience perspective on what supports can best prevent homelessness
among young people leaving youth justice detention. As profiled in the report, while the original intent of
the research was to generate lived experience perspectives about this subject to directly fill gaps in the
existing literature, the end result has instead been to design and provide resources to support practitionerresearch led research on the topic. Importantly, the contribution made by this report to future practitionerresearch led work has the potential to increase capacity for research about how to prevent homelessness
among young people leaving youth justice detention that is meaningful and ‘youth friendly’ for young
people themselves and which is embedded within the service sectors who are intricately involved with this
subject already.
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PROJECT CONTEXT: ABOUT THE CONSTELLATION PROJECT
This report has been written to support the Constellation Project’s Better Journeys work.
The Constellation Project is a collaboration of organisations and individuals that share a vision to end
homelessness in a generation.
Better Journeys is a program of work being undertaken by the Constellation Project about preventing
entries into homelessness and accelerating journeys out of homelessness. Its focus is preventing young
people (17-24 years old) from experiencing homelessness after leaving the custody of youth justice
and/or out of home care.
This research is one aspect of the Better Journeys program of work and was designed to inform the
Better Journeys social lab. A social lab is a process that brings together a diverse group of people to
address complex social problems through research, experimentation, prototyping and testing of
potential solutions.

ABOUT THE PROJECT
As noted above, the purpose of the project was to explore what supports can best prevent homelessness
among young people leaving youth justice detention, with the particular orientation of conducting the
project from a lived experience perspective. The project was designed to specifically apply to the
prevention of homelessness among young people leaving youth justice detention in South Australia, as this
is the Constellation Project’s specific focus in their Better Journeys work. On an average day in 2018–19 in
South Australia, 248 young people aged 10 to17 were under youth justice supervision. Most (81%) were
supervised in the community and the rest (20%) in detention 1. Indigenous young people were 19 times as
likely to be under supervision as non-Indigenous young people.
The overall aims of the research were to:
1. Synthesise (a) national and international literature on current best practice supports to prevent
homelessness post-release from youth justice detention with (b) the first-hand lived experience
accounts of young people who have experienced homelessness post-release from youth justice
detention, with the intention of using the first-hand data to fill in gaps in the existing literature.
2. To draw implications from the findings of the synthesis about what best practice in post-release
support for young people exiting youth justice detention should be like in South Australia.
To meet these aims, the research questions for the project were:
1. What does national and international literature highlight are best practice supports to prevent
homelessness post-release from youth justice detention?
2. What supports to prevent homelessness do young people who have experienced youth justice
detention say work to reach and impact them in a ‘youth friendly’* manner? (*accessible,
acceptable and appropriate)

NB: Figures do not sum to 100% because some young people were under community-based supervision and in detention
on the same day.
1

8

CENTRE FOR
SOCIAL IMPACT

Document name

3. What are the implications of a synthesis of the literature and young people’s experiences for
understanding best practice supports to address homelessness post-release from youth justice
detention, specifically in South Australia?

The intended approach of the research was to begin by conducting a systematic literature review to identify
the main gaps in the evidence-base for this area, understand why these gaps have occurred and then use a
participatory, lived experience and trauma-informed framework to conduct empirical fieldwork – a
workshop with young people with lived experience of youth justice detention and subsequent
homelessness – to begin to fill the gaps.
As detailed in the report however, the research team experienced significant challenges in enacting the
empirical part of the project. In reviewing the challenges in light of the project’s original focus, the
conclusion the team has drawn is that the challenges in implementing the planned project are themselves
part of the reason for the sparse research in this area. On this basis, the report makes recommendations
about how the research could be best conducted from a practitioner-researcher led approach, rather than
university- or industry partner-led approach, and provides the tools developed for the project to assist a
practitioner-researcher take up the project in the future.

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT
This report includes three chapters and several appendices. Chapter 1 outlines the project planned by the
research team, including the planned research method and participatory, lived experience and traumainformed principles and practices underpinning the research. Chapter 2 then describes what happened
when trying to implement the research plans, including detail about the recruitment challenges and
preliminary ideas about possible alternative approaches. Chapter 3 then draws these reflections together to
propose that the way forward for filling the research aims and objectives is to enact the project as a
practitioner-researcher led study. The appendices provide the full set of the research team’s tools to assist
any future practitioner-researcher who wishes to take up the project.
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1 THE PLANNED PROJECT
PLANNED METHOD
The project was planned to involve three stages (outlined in the table below). These three stages were
designed to flow iteratively into each other to form an integrated project combining a systematic evidence
assessment with empirical collection of lived experience data. Details about the research method are
included below to provide a clear orientation to the planned study and a foundation for understanding the
forthcoming chapter on the recruitment challenges encountered when trying to implement the plan.
1

Systematic
literature
review

Completed as
planned

A systematic literature review was conducted of supports that can prompt
positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice detention. The
process used systematic literature searching and extraction techniques and drew
on national and international literature. It synthesised a large amount of existing
evidence to understand the gaps in the literature. The review was written up with
an explicitly critical frame, using theory to centre young people’s lived
experience.
The result of the literature review was identification of several gaps in the
literature and existing evidence-base, which the research team intended to explore
ways to resolve and fill during the next stage of the project – the lived experience
workshop.
A more thorough account of the systematic review method, including search
terms and PRISMA diagram, is included in Appendix 1. The literature review
write up, including the identified gaps in the literature, is included in Appendix 2.

2

Lived
experience
workshop

Designed,
but unable to
be
implemented

The next stage of the planned research approach was to conduct a lived
experience workshop with 2-3 young people aged 18-25 who had previously
experienced youth justice detention and had also experienced homelessness
following their release (but were now living safely in suitable housing). If
insufficient information was gathered from the workshop, then a second
workshop would have been conducted on an as-needed basis, using the same
format as the first.
The planned workshop format was to discuss – in a participatory way (see details
below) – an accessible summary of the gaps in the existing evidence-base
identified by the literature review and to gather young people’s ideas, based on
their lived experience, of how the gaps might be filled. This would have been
done by asking how their own experiences might fill some of the gaps, while the
research team would also ask their ideas on what was needed to plan research to
respond to these areas.
Key points about the planned approach to the workshop were:
•

The research team planned to use purposive sampling/recruitment to
select young people who were most suited to safely engaging with the
participatory process. A partner agency – a service provider serving
young people with youth justice and/or homelessness experiences, and
who knew any prospective participants very well – was engaged to
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assist with recruitment.
•

Several safeguards were put in place to centre young people’s wellbeing
during the workshop. This included:
o

A Plain English consent process.

o

The request that participants bring their case manager (or other
suitable service provider) with them to the workshop as a
supporter, to help manage any distress experienced during the
workshop and help them explain service context to their
answers.

o

The Lived Experience Coordinator from the Constellation
Project also being present at the workshop as a support.

o

Restricting the workshop to 2-3 young people so that the
number of researchers, advisors and supporters did not
substantively out-number young people.

o

Planning the workshop questions so that young people had
agency and choice about which questions to answer and were
not required to chronologically tell their whole life story.

•

The workshop was to be conducted with a mixed face-to-face and videoconferencing model, where young people and supporters (i.e. their case
managers) would be together in-person and the researchers and Lived
Experience Coordinator from the Constellation Project would join
remotely by video conference, as they were located in NSW, interstate
to the South Australian young people participating. While not ideal, this
set up was planned to account for COVID-19 safety, as the project
coincided with the pandemic.

•

Reimbursement of young people’s time (via gift vouchers) was planned.

The tools and consent materials for this stage of the research were fully designed
and approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee at UNSW Sydney. The
tools for the research, including the planned questions/outline and handouts for
the workshop, are included in Appendices 5 and 6. The Participant Information
and Consent Form is not included as UNSW Human Research Ethics approval
does not carry over to other parties conducting the research and therefore the
planned form cannot be used by others.
3

Synthesis
reporting

Restructured
to account
for changes
to Stage 2

The final report from the project was planned to be a combined write up of the
literature review and workshop findings, intended to synthesise the gaps in the
literature and evidence-base with young people’s insights from the lived
experience workshop about what would help to fill the gaps. This intention was
that the final report would also include a list of recommendations for areas that
the Constellation Project’s Better Journeys work should act on to achieve change.
As Stage 2 of the project was not conducted as planned, the planned approach for
the final report also needed to be amended. This current report replaces the
planned final report.
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PRINCIPLES & PRACTICES UNDERPINNING THE PLANNED
METHOD
The project was designed with a commitment to (1) be participatory; (2) both draw on and centre young
people’s lived experience; and (3) take a trauma-informed approach.

These were purposefully selected principles and practices, intended to ensure the ethical rigour and
robustness of the research. Because of the complex life experiences of the young people whom the project
was about and the likelihood that many might have experiences of trauma, complex support needs and of
being part of multiple service systems, it was critical that the project was designed to meet the highest
ethical standards. It was also critical that the project would be conducted in a way that was ‘youth friendly’
– that is, that the method was designed to be accessible, acceptable and appropriate (Muir et al., 2012;
World Health Organisation, 2002) for the young people who might be involved.
More details about the meaning of these principles and practices, and their planned implementation are
described in the sections below. Implications for others wanting to adopt these principles are included in
Chapter 3.
Of note, the ‘participatory’ and ‘lived experience’ terminology used here applies particularly to how the
principles below are described in research. However, the practices described are also often central to
related processes of co-design and co-production, which are commonly used in broader social/public
health policy and advocacy work. In this respect, the research principles described here are also consistent
with some aspects of co-design and co-production.

1 Participatory
Following participatory principles, the project was intentionally designed to have more than a standard
researcher-and-participant approach. While it was not possible within the time, resources and networks
available to the project to follow the participatory model of having member of the community relevant to
the study (i.e. a young person with experience of youth justice detention/homelessness) as a researcher,
the research team designed a project that aligned with participatory principles more generally.
•

The design of the planned workshop of 2-3 young people outlined above drew on co-production
principles to ensure participants and researchers could work together to find ways forward through the
existing gaps in knowledge in the literature.

•

This workshop method was designed to be highly engaging, interactive and iterative flavour with
stronger direction and influence from the young people who would be participating than a usual
interview or focus group format. The intention was that:
o

Young people would be able to help guide the tone of the workshop as well as the focus
of the conversation to the areas they thought most important to cover. This was actioned
in the plan for the workshop by, for example, building in many introduction and discussion
activities from the beginning of the workshop and by including a choice for young people
about which of a shortlist of topics they wanted to cover.

o

Young people could have agency and be in control of how much of their own life-story
they told on the day. This was actioned in the workshop by the planned questions and
method never asking or requiring the young people participating to tell their whole life-story
chronologically or in detail, but rather asking discrete questions which allowed them to draw
on parts of their story as subject matter expertise without feeling undue pressure to disclose
any information they did not want to.

2 Lived experience
The project drew on opportunities to ensure lived experience expertise guided the research methods,
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providing design insights otherwise unavailable to the research team. Drawing on lived experience
expertise was critical to ensuring that the project reflected an informed perspective of the experiences of
the young people who would be part of the workshops. Two opportunities were drawn on:
•

The research team drew on the advice of the Lived Experience Coordinator from the
Constellation Project. The role of the Constellation Project’s Lived Experience Coordinator in this
project was to build relationships and support engagement with young people who had experienced
homelessness. The Lived Experience Coordinator informed their role with expertise drawn from
personal experience of being homeless as a young person, as well as having professional experience
in both youth work and advocacy. The research team engaged with the Lived Experience Coordinator
in several ways in the planning of the workshop: (i) consulting with them on the basic design of the
workshop; (ii) asking them to rank and comment on which of the research gaps identified by the
literature review would appropriate to ask about in the workshop and which not, as well as what types
of nuanced cautions might be required when asking sensitive questions; and (iii) arranging for their
attendance at the workshop as an additional source of insight and support for young people, alongside
the researchers (who were also well-qualified, e.g. in sensitive research methods, accessible research
design, trauma-informed facilitation) and the young people’s case workers (who, as noted earlier,
were requested to attend for emotional support and as an extra source of clarifying information). A
summary of the Lived Experience Coordinator’s advice is included in Appendix 3.

•

The research team drew on the advice of CSI’s Lived Experience of Homelessness Advisory
Group. The Lived Experience of Homelessness Advisory Group (the Advisory Group) was
established by CSI in 2020 to review research methodologies for CSI across a range of research
projects about housing and homelessness and to help develop additional research projects. In addition
to having a lived experience of homelessness, the five group members also have a background in
advocacy and group facilitation. While not specifically youth-focused, the personal and professional
experience of Advisory Group members made them well-placed to advise on the conduct of the
workshop in this research. The primary contribution of the Advisory Group was in the development of
workshop questions. CSI provided Advisory Group members a draft set of workshop materials and
over two Advisory Group meetings they provided feedback which informed the final wording and
focus of the questions. For example, on the advice of the Advisory Group, several questions were
amended to be more ‘strength-focused’ and the language more accessible for young people. More
details on the suggested changes to questions by the Advisory Group are outlined in Appendix 4.

The research team also used the theoretical framework outlined in the literature review (see Appendix 2) –
UNICEF’s Multi-level Framework of Child Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020) – to explicitly centre
lived experience in all aspects of the project, even in the analysis of the relevant literature and gaps. This
ensured that the focus on lived experience underscored all aspects of the project and its design.

3 Trauma-informed
A key consideration in the workshop planning was embedding principles of trauma-informed practice/care
within the workshop. Trauma-informed practice is a strengths-based framework which is grounded in an
understanding of the impact of trauma and emphasises physical, psychological and emotional safety
(Hopper et al., 2010). Given the high levels of early-onset trauma identified among people with experience
of the youth justice system (Malvaso et al., 2017), the research team were committed to ensuring all aspects
of the development and delivery of the planned research – particularly the workshop – were traumainformed.
The research team drew on the principles of trauma-informed care and service delivery as articulated in the
Blue Knot Foundation’s Organisational Guidelines for Trauma-Informed Service Delivery (Kezelman and
Stavropoulos, 2020). Blue Knot’s principles were adapted for a workshop setting by the research team, who
then reviewed all aspects of the workshop method to ensure alignment with the principles.
The principles included the concepts of:

13
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•

Safety. Ensuring the inclusion of physical, emotional, environmental, cultural and systemic safety for
participants. The research team implemented this in the workshop design by, for example, ensuring
workshop questions would be communicated in a way that was empathetic, objective and used
supportive language (as detailed above, this process was assisted by the role of the Advisory Group).
The research team also planned to review the physical location of the workshop prior to the event to
consider safety in relation to the placement of seating and the provision of breakout spaces.

•

Trustworthiness. Ensuring that the workshop was grounded in clarity, consistency and appropriate
interpersonal boundaries. This was built into the design of the workshop by drafting pre-workshop
information for participants, which provided detail on the range of questions to be asked, the length of
time the workshop would run for and participants’ rights in regard to privacy and confidentiality. A
draft of the handout to participants is outlined in Appendix 6.

•

Collaboration/choice. Maximising participant choice and control and ensuring power was shared. This
was part of the plan for the workshop in that, as noted earlier, participants were provided choice from
a shortlist of which questions should be discussed in the workshop.

•

Empowerment. Prioritising empowering the workshop participants. This was to be actioned in the
workshop through an evaluation process by which would give participants the opportunity to provide
their feedback and perspectives on how effectively the trauma-informed principles described above
were implemented. This feedback would have been included in the final report provided to the
Constellation Project.

A more in-depth description of this process is outlined in Appendix 3.

LIMITATIONS OF THE METHOD
While this planned research method provided a strong basis for a robust and ethical project, it is important
to also acknowledge the limitations in using and applying the participatory, lived experience and traumainformed principles and practices described above.
The primary limitation was that the lived experience expertise drawn on was from a basis in youth studies
and homelessness research, not in youth justice detention experience. In this sense, in terms of the three
elements of the research topic – youth, homelessness and justice – the lived experience approach
emphasised the homelessness and youth elements over the justice element. There was ample professional
youth justice expertise available to the research through the Constellation Project’s partner organisations.
This included, for example, the perspectives of workers in the project’s partner agencies, who were
involved in supporting those in and leaving youth justice detention. The research team worked closely with
these partner agencies, especially when trying to recruit young people to take part. The emphasis on
homelessness and youth lived experience was intended to speak to the eventual outcome the project was
seeking – improving homelessness outcomes for young people – and, further, was intended to take a
strengths-based approach. Nevertheless, the lack of lived experience expertise from young people
themselves about the justice element of the research topic may have affected recruitment, particularly in
terms of creating connections with young people with this life experience who might have wished to
participate.
The decision not to have a young person with lived experience of homelessness and the youth justice
detention as a member of the research team may also have affected the project. While not a method that is
chosen for every participatory project, there is a strong precedent of people with lived experience of a
project’s subject matter being included within participatory research teams. This method was not chosen
here due to the need to design a project that would fit within the significant limitations on the available
time and resources for the project (see next chapter for details), but could well be an effective strategy to

14

CENTRE FOR
SOCIAL IMPACT

Document name

be implemented by others.
Other more practical limitations of the project are described in the discussion in the following chapter
covering recruitment challenges.
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2 WHAT HAPPENED WHEN
IMPLEMENTING THE PROJECT

As noted in the previous chapter, the project was designed with a commitment to participatory, lived
experience and trauma-informed principles and practices. However, despite this principled approach, the
project was unable to recruit the required participants and so was unable to proceed with all aspects of the
planned approach. This chapter describes the reasons for this, including identifying reflections on possible
alternative methods, which may support the planning of future studies. In Chapter 3, the report then
consolidates these reflections into a recommendation about how to proceed from the current project.

RECRUITMENT CHALLENGES AND REFLECTIONS
Five key recruitment challenges together impacted on the project: (1) identifying young people who met
the selection criteria; (2) travel restrictions from the COVID-19 pandemic; (3) finding young people who
were willing and able to participate; (4) communication between research team and partner agencies
assisting with recruitment; and (5) timelines and resourcing. Each of these challenges are described in
more detail below, including reflections on how each might be addressed in future research.

1 Identifying young people who met the selection criteria
Identifying young people who met the selection criteria was a central challenge for the research. The
selection criteria were young people who:
1. Were aged 18-25 (later extended to 29, in an attempt to widen recruitment options)
2. Had experienced youth justice detention
3. Had experienced homelessness following youth justice detention but had now found a safe home.
These criteria were carefully selected to ensure the ethical approach of the research. Finding young people
who met all three of these criteria was however more difficult than expected.
Many of the young people who had experienced youth justice detention were younger than the required
age bracket and, conversely, those who were in the age bracket had often served time in adult prison or
mental health facilities, rather than a youth justice setting. In addition, young people did not always
perceive themselves to have experienced homelessness. For example, where young people had ‘couch
surfed’ or only used crisis accommodation for a short period, they often did not consider themselves to
have been homeless, even though they met the formal definition. This meant that it was challenging to
find young people who felt they met the criteria for the research.
The nuances and challenges of meeting the selection criteria were not always self-evident before the
recruitment efforts were conducted on the ground. Therefore, the partner agencies who were engaged to
assist with recruitment often over-estimated the number of eligible clients they thought they would have
and only experienced challenges to the contrary after significant time had been sunk into recruitment
attempts. This difficulty may have been at least in part because partner agency staff at a management level
were involved in agreeing to the agency’s role in the research, rather than the frontline staff who best
knew the young people and who would implement the recruitment processes.
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Reflections on possible alternative methods: An alternative
method would be a practitioner-researcher driving and
implementing the research: i.e. a frontline service provider
who undertakes research from the basis of their role in direct
service provision.
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What is a practitioner-researcher?
A practitioner-researcher is a
frontline service provider who
undertakes research from the basis
of their role in direct service
provision.

In the case of implementing this project, a practitionerresearcher would have been embedded in the partner agencies
and would therefore have likely had more thorough
relationships with the young people who were potential
participants. By having pre-existing rapport and credibility with the potential participants, a practitionerresearcher may have been better able to discuss the nuances of the selection criteria with them, which may
have ultimately enabled more successful recruitment efforts.
While frontline service providers were engaged to assist with recruitment in the current project, their role
was limited to passing on the information provided to them by the research team. They did not have a
first-hand role in the project, whereas, if they had, this may have enabled more license to adapt their
explanations to better suit young people’s needs throughout the recruitment period.

2 Travel restrictions from the COVID-19 pandemic
Travel restrictions resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic challenged the project design and, in turn,
challenged the recruitment efforts. As noted earlier in the report, the research team was based in NSW,
while the participants and their supporters lived in South Australia. Due to the implementation period of
the research coinciding with the COVID-19 pandemic, the research team could not guarantee safe travel to
a face-to-face workshop in South Australia. While the preference would have been for a face-to-face
workshop, the research team instead planned to conduct the workshop with participants and supporters
present in-person at the partner agency’s offices and the researchers video-conferencing in from interstate.
While this set up was unavoidable due to the pandemic and very necessary from a safety perspective, it
likely also made the research seem less personal than a face-to-face meeting including all parties to the
research. Reports from those involved in recruitment also suggested that, given the less personal nature of
the planned workshop, it was hard to communicate to potential participants about the ‘youth friendly’
nature of the research and some potential participants worried that it would be like a ‘test’ or ‘paperwork
activity’, neither of which were appealing given their history of engagement with frustratingly complex
service systems.
Reflections on possible alternative methods: A practitioner-researcher – or otherwise a research team
based in the same state as participants – would have been less constrained by pandemic travel restrictions
and may have been better able to guarantee a face-to-face workshop. Alternatively, if conducted outside of
the pandemic time period, the circumstances of the research team itself may have been different and an inperson workshop may have been feasible for the existing research team.

3 Finding young people who were willing and able to participate
Finding young people who were willing and able to participate was a challenge, with several reasons
possibly accounting for this.
The workshop format did not appeal to all young people who were potential participants and it is likely
that that more private/confidential strategies, such as one-on-one interview, may have been more
appealing. In the case of some potential participants, the partner agencies noted that the issue was that
they could not participate safely in a group, either because of their own support needs or because they did
not want to be exposed to others’ traumatic experiences or expose others to their own trauma. While this
was accounted for in the trauma-informed design of the research and safeguards were put in place (e.g. the
requirement to have case managers present at the workshop as supporters; see previous chapter and
Appendix 3 for more information), the safeguards did not go far enough for all potential participants.
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Further, it was unclear if the participatory and ‘youth friendly’ nature of the workshop was able to be
clearly explained to all potential participants, and not all participants necessarily had a frame of reference
to understand what this style of research involves, even when explained to them by the partner agency staff
assisting with recruitment.

In response, the research team re-designed the research to be based on one-on-one interview-style
discussions (yet still informed by the participatory approach and guided by the same set of workshop
activities/questions) instead of the group workshop format. However, this was still not successful in
attracting many young people to participate. This was possibly because some of the original candidates had
already been canvassed by this time and it was not appropriate to re-approach them following the project’s
re-design, as this would have risked undue and unnecessary pressure to participate.
Reflections on possible alternative methods: Consistent with standard Human Research Ethics protocols,
the university-based research team was not allowed to have contact with the potential research participants
prior to them already agreeing to participate. This meant that the research team could not have direct input
into the recruitment efforts, particularly not into how the research was to be explained to potential
participants. It also limited the research team from consulting with potential participants on what method
or format of data collection (i.e. workshop or interview-style participation) would be considered most
suitable by them prior to the research being designed and recruitment begun.
A practitioner-researcher with a pre-existing relationship with the participants would (a) not have been
subject to the same ethics arrangements on this front as university-based researchers and (b) would have
had a greater basis of regular direct conversations with potential participants by virtue of their service
provision role with them, in which to discuss the nature and tone of the research as well as what methods
potential participants considered most appealing. This may possibly have helped to better design the most
appropriate method and participation supports from the outset, as well as de-mystify the research process
and better emphasise that it would be ‘youth friendly’.

4 Communication between research team and partner agencies assisting with recruitment
Some difficulties relating to the structure of the relationship between the research team and partner
agencies also challenged the research.
Because the research team was accessing partner agency support through the Constellation Project
administrative structure with intermediary contacts in place, the researchers sometimes did not have direct
contact with the frontline service providers assisting with recruitment until quite late in the process of
trying to find participants and/or the intended chain of communication was not always clear. This meant
that there were only sometimes, but not always, opportunities for the research team to talk with frontline
service providers about the recruitment challenges as they happened to try and find solutions, whereas at
other times the communication was not direct. These arrangements also meant that the lines of
communication between frontline providers and the research team were not always clear and, as a result,
some barriers to partner agencies’ available time were not reported until there had been significant delays
to the recruitment efforts.
Reflections on possible alternative methods: A more direct relationship between the research team and
partner agencies would have eased these recruitment challenges. Alternatively, a practitioner-researcher
would not have encountered these difficulties at all, as one and the same person would have been involved
in recruitment and research conduct.

5 Timelines and resourcing
The project was originally designed to dovetail with the timeline of the Constellation Project’s Better
Journeys social lab process (see Chapter 1 for brief details of the social lab). This meant that there was
originally a short timeframe in which to conduct the research, which did not leave a lot of time to manage
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the recruitment challenges along with any other delays that affected the project 2.

As the research team and Constellation Project attempted to work through the recruitment challenges
highlighted above, significant extra time was eventually devoted to the project beyond the social lab
timeline – amounting to roughly an extra 6 months of recruitment efforts (including re-design of the
project to the interview-style format to try and better address the recruitment challenges). This was,
however, still not enough.

It is likely that a pre-research preparation period of possibly up to a year or more was needed to develop
relationships, rapport and trust with the relevant partner agencies and potential participants prior to
beginning recruitment and data collection. This extra time would also have enabled other research method
options, such as having a young person with homelessness/youth justice experience as a researcher.
However, this timeline was not available within the broader Constellation Project and Better Journeys
context.
Reflections on possible alternative methods: If the research were conducted by a practitioner-researcher
and driven directly by the organisation they were working for – rather than driven and conducted by a third
party-university and industry partner collaboration – then the timelines and resourcing of the project might
have been more flexible. This is because, if conducted by a practitioner-researcher and driven entirely by
their organisation, it would have been less likely that there would be external timing requirements in place,
as all timing requirements would have been contained within the one frontline service delivery
organisation, and the research process would have been less likely to be tied to external events, such as the
social lab.
More broadly however, there is also a need for both university and industry partners to ensure that
timeframes of a suitable length are planned for lived experience research. It is important that these parties
both recognise that this type of research often takes much longer to implement than more traditional
research models and that there is a need to allocate appropriate time particularly for building relationships,
rapport and trust with potential participants.
~~
As noted earlier, these five recruitment challenges meant that the project was ultimately unable to proceed
as planned, despite engaging two different partner agencies to assist with finding participants. After
significant time and effort was put into trying to execute the planned project, including re-design of the
project to the interview-style format to try and address the challenges, the decision was made not to
proceed.
In reviewing the challenges however, significant learnings relevant to the original research topic were still
available. Essentially, the aim of the research was to explore what the gaps in the literature on young
people exiting youth justice detention to homelessness are, why these are gaps and how they might be
filled. As discussed in the following chapter, the process of trying to implement this research gives useful
insights into some of these areas.

2

The delays to recruitment had to co-exist within the short timeframe with other common delays affecting research
projects. For this project, for example, additional time beyond the original allocation was dedicated to the literature
review, as some sources were harder to locate than expected and there was a need to supplement the original search
and sources with additional information – not an unusual circumstance in conducting systematic literature reviews. In
addition, every delay has follow-on effects: in this project, the delays to the timing of literature review combined with
the dates of project contracting meant that there was a risk of the workshop being conducted in December 2020. This
late stage of the year is generally recognised as an inappropriate time to conduct research data collection and
fieldwork in Australia, due to summer and end of year holidays – and therefore the planned workshop was pushed
back to Q1 2021 as a way of being most accommodating to potential participants and to the organisations who would
be asked to recruit them.
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3 THE WAY FORWARD: A
PRACTITIONER-RESEARCHER LED
PROJECT

In assessing the combined impact of the recruitment challenges discussed in the previous chapter and the
reflections on possible alternative methods, it is striking that almost all of the challenges would have been
better addressed if the project were undertaken by a practitioner-researcher and driven entirely by a
frontline service provision organisation – i.e. a professional undertaking research from a basis of their
primary role as a frontline service provider with young people at risk of experiencing homelessness when
leaving youth justice detention, with their own organisation driving the research. This would potentially be
a more effective structure for the project than it being undertaken and driven by a third party-university
and industry partner collaboration.
A practitioner-researcher led project would be better able to deal with many of the challenges that
presented difficulties for the university-based research team undertaking this project. A practitionerresearcher would, for example:
•

Have more substantial and direct relationships with young people to discuss the nuances of the
project, while also holding first-hand knowledge and control of the research to be adaptable in the
explanations given of the planned data collection methods;

•

Have a better understanding of potential participants’ support needs to plan the most appropriate
methods and supports from the outset;

•

Not have been subject to the complexities of communication between a research team and a
partner agency, as they would have themselves directly held both roles, with therefore no
opportunity for communication problems to arise;

•

Have been located in the same place as potential participants and less constrained by COVID-19
pandemic-related travel restrictions, and therefore more likely to have been able to offer a face-toface workshop; and

•

Potentially have had more flexible timelines and resourcing if the research was driven entirely by
their own frontline service provider organisation, without external university or industry partner
timing requirements in place. This would enable the research process to be conducted over a
longer time -period and better reflect the extended time required in lived experience research for
building relationships, rapport and trust.

The idea of practitioner-researcher led research is not new. Within the broader family of participatory
research approaches, methodologies such as action research commonly suggest a practitioner-led or co-led
(or at least practitioner-engaged) approach (Quigley, 2000; Collings et al., 2021). Various configurations
of practitioner-researcher approaches are also common in areas related in subject matter to the current
study – such as policing (Wuestewald & Steinheider, 2010; Rojek et al., 2012), services for people with
complex needs (Collings et al., 2021) and services in social work and social care in general (Flynn &
McDermott, 2016). Indeed, even in the literature review supporting this project, some of the most
frequently cited studies – such as What Children and Young People in Youth Justice Centres Have to Say
(ACYP, 2019) and Young People Talk About Transitioning from Youth Detention to the Community:
Making good (Moore et al., 2013) – undertook practitioner-led or other related participatory approaches at
least in part. Further, practitioner-researcher approaches have commonly been used in a range of areas
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unrelated to the current research, but still linked to social/public health policy, for example, nursing (Jarvis,
2000) and support for people who use drugs (Brown et al., 2019).
While involving many of its own challenges (Fraser, 1997; Rojek et al., 2012), the insights from these
studies suggest that the benefits of a practitioner-led or co-led approach, or a practitioner-engaged
approach, include:
•

Promoting greater collaboration and more meaningful dialogue between practitioners and
researchers, which is useful both to the logistics of running research as well as to the level of
nuance in the research findings (Collings et al., 2021; Wuestewald & Steinheider, 2010);

•

Valuing different ways of knowing and different types of knowledge, including lived experience
and practice-centred knowledge (Collings et al., 2021), and thereby enabling innovation and new
ways to address longstanding problems, as different types of knowledges are brought together
(Wuestewald & Steinheider, 2010);

•

Bridging the gap between theory and practice, such that new ideas keep developing rapidly and
continuous learning occurs, informed by grounded practice experimentation on otherwise
intractable issues (Jarvis, 2000);

•

Greater value is placed on the relationships that those traditionally seen as participants bring to the
research context (Wuestewald & Steinheider, 2010); and

•

Greater reflexivity is possible in the research process and there is more capacity for the research to
lead to practice development and ‘knowledge translation’ (i.e. useful resources for practitioners)
(Collings et al., 2021).

Accordingly, in assessing why there are the gaps that there are in the current literature around best practice
to prevent homelessness among young people leaving youth justice detention and how these gaps might be
filled, the primary finding of this project is that the way forward to fill the gaps in the evidence-base
is a practitioner-researcher led project, with formative participatory, lived experience and traumainformed input from young people themselves. As noted earlier in the report, this approach is also
consistent with some elements of co-design and co-production.
The practitioner-research led approach would potentially address some of the problems that constrained the
current study, as well as capitalise on the different conditions and types of knowledge that practitionerresearchers can bring to the research context, thereby enabling them to do the innovative work required to
fill the gaps in the existing literature. Ultimately, this type of approach may also have the potential to
increase capacity for research about how to prevent homelessness among young people leaving youth
justice detention that is meaningful and ‘youth friendly’ for young people themselves and which is
embedded within the service sectors who are already intricately involved with this subject. Perhaps part of
the reason that there are gaps in the literature and evidence-base is that not enough research has attempted
practitioner-researcher-led methods and so has encountered the same challenges as the current project has
done. To get past this and extend the evidence-base, the methods used need to change.
In recommending a practitioner-researcher led approach, it is however important to note two important
caveats.
Firstly, in implementing the participatory, lived experience and trauma-informed principles and practices
outlined in this report, practitioner-researchers will need to consider both the balance of expertise they
have available and the time and resources it takes to implement these principles well. As experienced by
the research team in the current project, more focus on some elements of lived experience than others may
limit or challenge recruitment efforts – and, depending on the nature of their role, practitioner-researchers
are not necessarily immune from being more experienced in some of the youth, homelessness and justice
elements of the research topic than others. It will be important that a balance of expertise across these areas
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is brought to the research, even when practitioner-researcher led. Further, while it is likely that
practitioner-researchers from frontline service provider organisations may not have some of the same time
and resource constraints as university and industry partners, they may nevertheless face other types of
constraints: for example, other deadlines, competing work or organisational expectations and budget
concerns which may challenge their research endeavours and/or the participatory, lived experience and
trauma-informed practice outlined here. Ensuring that adequate time and resources are devoted to this kind
of research is therefore important, no matter who leads it.

Secondly, even where research is practitioner-research led, university-based researchers still have access to
research resources and skills that may not always be available in frontline service provider organisations
and collaboration therefore remains critical. For a practitioner-researcher approach to be possible, there is a
need for university-researchers to play a role in the background, providing their resources and skills to
practitioner-researcher led studies. This includes, for example, university researchers having a role in
accessing and analysing academic literature which may sit behind a paywall and not be available to service
provider agencies, as well as providing their expertise in methodological and data collection instrument
design, which may sometimes (although not always) be beyond the skillset of those more focused on direct
service provision.
In this spirit, the appendices of this report include a write up of the literature review which informed the
planned research, as well as the research tools designed for the project and some of the relevant planning
documents, so that the process of arriving at these tools is transparent. If a practitioner-researcher wants to
access these tools and use (or adapt) them to implement their own research in the area of preventing
homelessness among young people leaving youth justice detention, then this would be most welcome and
the full set of information and tools are available for this purpose.
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Appendix 1 LITERATURE REVIEW
METHOD
LITERATURE REVIEW AIMS
The aims of the literature review were:
1. To synthesise national and international literature on current best practice supports* to prevent
homelessness post-release from youth justice detention.
2. To draw implications from the findings of the synthesis about what best practice in post-release
support for young people exiting youth justice detention should be like in South Australia.

* NB: It was not the aim of the review or project to evaluate any specific programs or individual models of
support and label them best practice or not. Rather, the intention was to ascertain the underlying principles
or components of general best practice with young people leaving youth justice detention that may crosscut individual programs.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The key research questions guiding the systematic search were:
1. What does national and international literature highlight are best practice supports to prevent
homelessness post-release from youth justice detention?
2. What supports to prevent homelessness do young people who have experienced youth justice
detention say work to reach and impact them in a ‘youth friendly’* manner? (‘Youth friendly’
indicates that supports are accessible, acceptable and appropriate (World Health Organization,
2003).
When the later empirical work was to be conducted, the following additional research question was to be
used as a guide:
3. What are the implications of a synthesis of the literature and young people’s experiences for
understanding best practice supports to address homelessness post-release from youth justice
detention, specifically in South Australia?

METHOD
Search strategy
To conduct the literature review, a search strategy was established based on the key concepts from the
research questions above. These key concepts were used as search terms and searched in academic and
other search engines. This process resulted in a total of 752 articles and an additional 29 articles were
found through a hand search 3. After removing duplicates, there were a total of 588 articles. The next stage
3 Hand search occurs when a colleague recommends a paper that did not get picked up in the systematised search or when
the reference lists of papers that already included reference other relevant articles or reports that were not picked up in the
systematised search.
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involved a screening of the sources by title and abstract. Sources that were not relevant to the key words
were removed, resulting in 477 sources excluded. The next stage required a full text screening of the
remaining 111 articles. During this stage, articles were excluded if they were:
•

Commentary articles or letters to editor

•

Theses and/or conference abstracts

•

Did not contain information on supports or links to youth justice or housing outcomes.

Following this process, 69 articles were excluded. As a result, 42 articles were included as the final set for
the literature review. This process is laid out in the PRISMA Flow Diagram on page 28.

Extracting information
The 42 sources were reviewed and information was extracted and placed in an extraction table. The
information extracted included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Type of article
Aim of article
Country
State, if country = Australia
Data collection method
Research questions
Sample size
Demographics of research participants
Age group
Intervention/program (if reported)
Activities (if reported)
Types of supports (homelessness, holistic, wraparound)
Remand or sentenced research participants
Pre-supports, post-supports, cross-continuum supports
Outcomes measured; outcome measurement references if included
Results summary
Conclusions summary
Limitations

Synthesis and analysis of the literature
From the extracted data, the research team examined the findings and themes of the existing literature.
From these results, the literature review was written to reflect the scope of knowledge in the existing
literature and, consistent with the aims of the review, identify gaps in current knowledge. The review was
also written with an explicitly critical frame, designed to use theory to centre young people’s lived
experience in the assessment of the current literature. UNICEF’s Multi-Level Framework of Child
Wellbeing was the theoretical framework used for the review write up (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020).
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SEARCH STRATEGY
Keyword search
parameters

“youth” or “young” or “juvenile” or “child” or “young people”
AND
“justice” or “custody” or “detention” or “incarceration” or “gaol” or “jail” or
secure detention”
AND
“homeless” or “rough sleeping” or “accommodation” or “refuge” or “crisis
accommodation”
AND
“interventions” or “outcomes” or “indicators”
AND
“reintegration” or “recidivism” or “services”

Filters

Timeline: 2005-2020
Language: English

Sources

Academic databases: Embase, Medline, Cochrane Systematic Reviews,
PsycInfo, A+ Education
Other sources: Google Scholar, Google search, hand search

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Australian and international literature
Youth justice focused
Ages 10-25
Empirical research
Grey literature evaluation reports acceptable
Policy documents acceptable
Systematic reviews acceptable
Commentary or letters to editor articles
Published prior to 2005
Theses and/or conference abstracts
No links to youth justice or housing outcomes
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PRISMA Flow Diagram

SCREENING

IDENTIFICATION

The PRISMA flow diagram below provides an outline of the process for screening evidence, resulting in
the final number of sources used in the analysis.

Records identified through
database searching
(n = 752)

Additional records identified
through other sources (hand
search)
(n = 29)

Records after duplicates
removed
(n = 588)

Records excluded
(n = 477)

ELIGIBILITY

Records screened
(n = 588)

Full-text articles (n = 111)
excluded due to:

INCLUDED

Full-text articles assessed for
eligibility
(n = 111)

Studies included in synthesis
(n = 42)

•

No post-release focus (n =
24)

•

No suitable outcomes
measured (n = 20)

•

Other reason (n = 25)
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Appendix 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
This appendix includes a write up of the systematic literature review of supports that can prompt
positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice detention, as described in the
main report. For the purpose of the review, the term ‘positive housing outcomes’ means that all
young people leaving youth justice detention have a stable home, which is accessible, acceptable
and appropriate for them. The term recognises that there are many housing options which may be
the optimal outcome for young people experiencing homelessness, for example, including
supported social housing, youth foyers and subsidised private rental, among other options
The literature review is written up with an explicitly critical frame, designed to use theory to
centre young people’s lived experience in the assessment of the current literature. The sections
below first detail the theory used in the analysis of the literature and then highlight the findings of
the review. In detailing the findings, the literature review also identifies gaps in current
knowledge about how to prompt positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice
detention. These gaps were planned to be the focus of the participatory workshop with young
people, described in the main report.
This systematic literature review adapts UNICEF’s Multi-Level Framework of Child Wellbeing to be its
theoretical framework (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020). Following Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological model of
child development, the UNICEF framework uses concentric circles to show how a child interacts with
different levels of the environment around them and how the nested range of influences they are exposed
to affect their development.

The ‘world of the child’ – or for the purposes of this project and literature review, ‘the world of the young
person’ – is made up of the activities and relationships young people directly perceive, feel and experience;
that is, their lived experience. However, the framework sets that lived experience within two layers of
broader context, which are critical to determining what it is exactly that a young person experiences. The
second layer – the ‘world around the child or young person’ – represents a range of resources and networks
that young people may sometimes but not always be directly cognisant of, but which are nevertheless
crucial for structuring the activities and relationships that are within their more direct perception. The outer
layer – the ‘world at large’ – is made up of policies and context that young people are unlikely to perceive
directly or know very much about, but which are fundamental to creating the inner parts of the concentric
circles diagram that young people do directly experience.
For the purposes of this systematic review, the outcome at the centre of UNICEF’s (2020) framework is
that young people leaving youth justice detention do not experience homelessness post-release – that is,
that they have positive housing outcomes. For the purpose of this report, the term ‘positive housing
outcomes’ means that all young people leaving youth justice detention have a stable home, which is
accessible, safe, and appropriate for their needs. This term recognises there are many housing options
which may be the optimal outcome for young people experiencing homelessness, for example, including
supported social housing, youth foyers and subsidised private rental, among other options (MacKenzie et
al., 2020).
With this outcome set at the centre of the framework, the review findings detailed below are structured
according to UNICEF’s three domains (the world of the young person – activities, relationships; the world
around the young person – networks and resources; and the world at large – policies and context) in order
to put young people’s lived experience at the heart of the review, but also retain acknowledgement of the
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broader sets of influences that inform that lived experience.
Figure 1: UNICEF’s Multi-Level Framework of Child Wellbeing (UNICEF, 2020:6)

THE WORLD OF THE YOUNG PERSON
Within the world of young people in youth justice detention, exiting to a positive housing outcome is one
among many considerations. Young people are cognisant of the need to do many things upon release: have
a home, but also re-establish their education or employment, connect with the people and relationships that
matter to them and to find a way to change the patterns of action and connections that had led them to
youth justice detention in the first place. In research, young people reported that were aware that they had
to both shift their mindset and identity and become better equipped to manage these transitions, but that
many felt ill-equipped to do so without thorough support (Hazel, 2017; Moore et al., 2008). Their release
to the community was a period of disorientation and reorientation to their previous lives and could be very
stressful, anxiety-provoking and difficult to cope with (Bateman & Hazel, 2015; Hampson, 2016). Having
focused on developing strategies to manage while in youth justice detention, young people said the skills
they needed upon release felt very different and they were not sure their recent strategies for coping were
transferable to life outside detention (Moore et al., 2008). It is within this context that young people spoke
about the activities and relationships that mattered to them as they prepared for release from youth justice
detention and their return to housing within their community.
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A range of literature is cited in the following sections about activities and relationships. Three studies in
particular are however cited heavily (ACYP, 2019; Moore et al., 2008, 2013). The reason for this is that
these works, firstly, are Australian, and, secondly, are built on deep engagement with young people’s firsthand perspectives, including collecting and analysing extensive qualitative accounts directly from young
people who have experienced youth justice detention. As such, they are particularly valuable for
understanding young people’s perspectives and lived experience of being in and/or leaving youth justice
detention in Australia. Nevertheless, even these studies tended to mention the transition to suitable housing
and the prevention of homelessness relatively infrequently, compared to the other focuses of support
covered, such as relationships, physical and mental wellbeing, and returning to education and employment
(ACYP, 2019; Moore et al., 2008, 2013). As such, particularly when seeking literature based on lived
experience, the review highlights a critical lack of content and perspectives on housing and homelessness.

Activities
Published literature on the best practice activities
undertaken to assist young people with their
transition out of youth justice detention – including
their transition to a positive housing situation –
typically frames the activities or tasks undertaken
with young people to prepare for their release from
detention as about ‘case management’ and
‘independent living skills programs’. However,
when speaking themselves, young people rarely
used this service-oriented language, rather framing
the activities involved in a much more personalised
way, as detailed below.

Literature gap:
•

Overall, there is relatively little research
on activities that are useful for
preventing homelessness among young
people leaving youth justice detention.
Beyond planning for the future and
building skills for tenancy and renting,
what other activities might be done
involving young people leaving youth
justice detention to lessen their risk of
homelessness?

Planning for a future outside of youth justice detention. The literature highlights that young people know
that planning for their future outside of youth justice detention is important, but they also feel that there is a
lot to plan and that this could sometimes be overwhelming:
“… there’s just heaps of little things you’ve got to look at. I reckon, just you’ve got to get it all
100 percent. You’ve got to have your work in place, stuff you’re going to do when you get out.
You’ve got to have that in place. You’ve got to have your family in place. Supports. You’ve got to
have everything perfect for when you get out” (Moore et al., 2008:152).
Notably the literature on planning with young people for their release from youth justice detention did not
contain specific information on how to plan for positive housing outcomes and to prevent homelessness,
beyond acknowledging that arranging suitable accommodation was a critical task of the planning process
(Bateman & Hazel, 2018). Young people spoke in the literature about what helps them with good quality
future planning, but their comments were general in nature and not specifically about plans for housing.
This is a notable gap, given that research highlights that when planning for critical supports, such as
housing, is left to the last minute or not planned until after release, this can have very significant
destabilising consequences for young people (Bateman & Hazel, 2015, 2018). Other research suggests that
having a confirmed housing plan at least two weeks prior to release is beneficial for young people (Day et
al., 2020).
Young people said in the literature that they appreciate planning being preceded by a long period of work
with a case worker, so that they could both learn to trust the case worker and have time to develop insight
into their own circumstances (ACYP, 2019). They said it was important that the same trusted worker be
continuous throughout that process, without staff turnover, or at least with a proper transition to someone
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new, if required (Moore et al., 2008). Young people said the process of then planning directly for their
release from detention was best started approximately 3-6 months prior to release, so that there was time
for it to be a thorough and detailed process (ACYP, 2019), and that the planning process was supported by
access to clear and accessible information about their options (Zuchowski et al., 2020).
When planning, the literature highlights that is important to young people that the plan is built on the
following principles (Bateman & Hazel, 2018; Hampson, 2016; Moore et al., 2008, 2013; Zuchowski et al.,
2020) 4:
•

•
•
•
•

The plan should be personalised, not generic, and made using a process that fully engaged them – it
should be based on the young person’s own personal hopes and goals for the future, with support in
place to identify those hopes and goals.
The plan should be future-oriented, beyond only the transition period out of youth justice detention
and into the community.
The plan should not be problem-focused – rather, it should include ‘positives’, ‘possibilities’ and
aspects to be proud of and feel empowered by.
The plan should include opportunities for young people to succeed and build confidence – for
example, in school, sport, hobbies or volunteering.
The plan should be realistic (not over-ambitious), meaningful and practical for young people to
implement and should contain a real problem-solving approach – that is, it should contain clear and
concrete actions for young people to take to achieve it and identified people to help them.
“We had a case conference. We did that shit… We just talked about the same stuff you just talked
about, what I’m going to do when I get out… But they just wrote down the ideas, nothing was
done to make it happen. It was all up to me and I had no idea what would work” (Moore et al.,
2008:236).

•

The plan should offer choice and agency, without young people being pressured into certain options or
decisions – young people wanted to be assisted to regain more control over their lives, with any
restrictions placed on them being within reasonable limits that enabled some freedom in how and
where they spent their time.

These comments give a sense of what is important to young people in general about planning for release
from youth justice detention, but, as noted above, are not specifically about planning for positive housing
outcomes. There is scope to know much more about how housing and the prevention of homelessness can
best be considered and catered for within the planning process.
Building skills for tenancy and renting, as well as adjacent skills for life. The existing literature reflects
young people’s comments about the benefits of building skills for tenancy and for maintaining a rental
agreement prior to leaving youth justice detention. In one NSW study, for example, young people noted
the benefits of partaking in the Rent It Keep It Program – a program designed for people with little
experience in the private rental market or who have had previous problems with tenancies in the past,
although the program is equally relevant for those in social housing tenancies (ACYP, 2019). The program
covers topics including realistic expectations of tenancy; money matters; practicalities; rights and
responsibilities; finding places to inspect; deciding to apply; starting a tenancy; repairs and cleaning;
4 Others have offered related frameworks that gather together these and other principles for planning. For example, one
framework describes the need for support to young people leaving youth justice detention to be: constructive, co-created,
customised, consistent and coordinated (Hazel, 2017). Another discusses the need for continuous services between detention
settings and the community; preparation for release; supporting the key transition period at release with enhanced
supervision; engagement of young people in the resettlement process outside detention; and coordinating services and the
brokerage of multiple stakeholders (Bateman et al., 2013).
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managing expenses; relationships with neighbours and visitors; sharing accommodation; and finishing a
tenancy (FACS, 2019). This gives a sense of the type of information young people appreciated for
developing tenancy and rental skills. A notable component of the Rent It Keep It Program is that it
provides a certificate when completed, which young people said was useful when actually applying for
housing (ACYP, 2019). This suggests that the activity of an individual young person building skills for
tenancy alone may not be enough and that young people appreciate associated physical evidence that they
can use to help them represent themselves positively to future landlords, perhaps particularly because of
their criminal record.
Notably however, young people framed the need for tenancy and rental skills within a broader range of
skills they needed for living independently following their release from youth justice detention. Some of
the other skills they spoke about needing were directly adjacent to those for tenancy, such as financial
planning and budgeting skills (ACYP, 2019; Moore et al., 2008). Others were around communication,
engaging in and with community, negotiation with others, building confidence, managing their
relationships (including skills for resisting anti-social peer relationships) and knowing how to cope with
unexpected events and challenges, as well as how to find education and employment opportunities
(Hollyman & Prentice, 2008; Moore et al., 2008; Mignot, 2013). These are skills which may sometimes be
tangentially relevant to maintaining a tenancy, but which are also more broadly applicable to many other
areas of young people’s lives. This suggests that to achieve positive housing outcomes, skills for tenancy
and renting alone are not enough and that skills in these areas need to be integrated in a holistic way with
those across other areas of young people’s lives.
This holistic principle is recognised in the structure of other skill-building and education programs for
young people at risk of homelessness when leaving youth justice detention, such as the Ignition Program.
This program covers a range of topics including some that are directly housing related (community living;
housing and maintenance), some that are adjacent (money matters; employment; cooking and nutrition)
and others that are broader (communication; drugs and alcohol; mental wellbeing; caring for yourself;
ending offending; peer influence; conflict resolution; relationships; problem solving; goal setting; risky
behaviours; culture and identity) (SYC, 2018).

Literature gaps:
•

•

Young people noted the benefits of having certification that they had done the Rent It Keep It
Program. What other types of physical evidence might be useful to young people connected
to their skill development? Is skill development alone enough in the face of the stigma
around justice involvement that may follow them into the housing market?
Young people framed the need for tenancy and housing skills holistically. How might training
in other skills (e.g. in communication and problem solving) be specifically tailored to
purposefully achieve positive housing outcomes?
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Relationships
The literature reflects young people’s
perspectives on the role of their close
relationships when leaving youth justice
detention. Families were the key relational
focus on much published work, with some
research also reflecting young people’s
views on relationships with friends/peers
and with services and workers. Notably,
while there was a lot of research about the
role of these different relationships in young
people’s lives as they transitioned out of
youth justice detention, there was not very
much literature that specifically linked
relationships with housing outcomes.

Literature gap:
•

While there is significant research on the role
of relationships in young people’s lives when
in and when leaving youth justice detention,
little is specific to the impact of relationships
on housing outcomes post-release. What,
from young people’s perspective, is the
impact of their relationships on their
chances of achieving a positive housing
experience post-release or of becoming
homeless?

Family. Research evidence consistently shows that family is a fundamental and valued source of support
for young people and those who young people will most often turn to when experiencing difficulty or a
crisis (Moore et al., 2008). Accordingly, the existing literature confirms that returning to a family
environment upon release from youth justice detention is a significant protective factor against
homelessness (O’Neill, 2018) and that families can be critical in helping to monitor young people’s
progress and arrange education and work opportunities for them upon their release (Moore et al., 2008).
Further, it also highlights that when young people do return to live with family, this enables them to better
focus on other areas of life post-release, such as returning to education and employment (Day et al., 2020).
However, some of the literature also indicates young people’s ambivalent perspectives about returning to
live with their families post-release from youth justice detention (ACYP, 2019). Young people described
the critical importance of family contact and involvement while they were in detention (ACYP, 2019;
Moore et al., 2008; Tillack et al., 2018), noting that it offered them stability, support and encouragement
(Moore et al., 2008). However, while many young people looked forward to returning to live with their
families (Day et al., 2020), not all wished to and some preferred to live independently (ACYP, 2019).
Consistent with their life-stage of young adulthood, some young people desired independence upon release
and did not want families restricting them, or understood that their relationships with their families were
more positive when they did not live together (Moore et al., 2013). In other cases, the literature suggests
that, depending on their family circumstances, not wanting to live with family was sometimes because
unstable family life had been part of the set of circumstances that had led them into youth justice detention
(Moore et al., 2008, 2013):
“When I [next got in trouble] my family [had] started to fall apart. My sisters got put in family
services and stuff like that. That’s when I went and did the taxi. I think that played a big part in it.
I was just so upset and that… I went ‘screw it all’”(Moore et al., 2008:50).
In other cases, the literature reports that families face barriers to fully engaging with the youth justice
system (either personal barriers - drug and alcohol misuse, poverty, parental incarceration, unemployment;
or system barriers – inaccessible systems) and, as a result, some families are ill-equipped to assist upon
young people’s release (Moore et al., 2008; O’Neill, 2018; Strnadová et al., 2017), presumably including
unable to reliably assist with housing. This suggests some of the reasons that some young people can be
reluctant to return to live with family.
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However, notably, the research also shows that even when these reasons not to return to live with family
are in place, there are still ways that families can be involved in supporting young people and ways that a
transition back to the family home can be eased, if this is the only place available for young people to live.
If young people have the opportunity to develop insight into their families’ patterns of behaviour prior to
release, this can help to prepare them to engage positively in unstable family situations and also to enable
families to assist with the young person’s transition out of detention (Hollyman & Prentice, 2008).
Similarly, other preparation processes can be useful, including, for example, ‘release on temporary license’
(ROTL) to allow young people to re-familiarise themselves with their family home before moving home
permanently (Bateman & Hazel, 2015); other research also highlights the potential of ROTL for exploring
non-family living situations, such as supported accommodation (Hampson, 2016). Further, the literature
highlights that extended family members may be available to help where immediate family cannot, but that
young people feel the youth justice system does not always recognise this or fully support their
involvement, particularly if it means young people need to move state/jurisdiction upon release to live with
or be closer to extended family (Moore et al., 2008).

All of this evidence has directed the literature towards recommending services have a focus on supporting
and strengthening families and family relationships when a young person has been in youth justice
detention. This is alternately described as about being “family-centred” (O’Neill, 2018) or as about having
“a focus on the family unit” (Mignot, 2013), and involves recognising the impacts of inter-generational
poverty, trauma and disadvantage (Mignot, 2013). Particular therapeutic models have been recommended,
such as Functional Family Therapy, Multi-Systemic Therapy (O’Neill, 2018) and Parent Management
Training (Kazdin et al., 2018). While these methods have positive outcomes in terms of reoffending,
behaviour problems, family relations and parenting skills (Kazdin et al., 2018; O’Neill, 2018), there has
been little evaluation of the impact of such strategies on housing and homelessness outcomes for young
people. More needs to be known about what is an effective way of engaging families in positively
influencing young people’s housing outcomes post-release.
Literature gaps:
•

•

Some young people are hesitant about returning to live with family post-release from youth
justice detention, because it is not clear whether families will be able to provide the kind of
support they need. From their own perspectives, what kinds of help or support do young
people perceive their families need in order to be the most effective supports for them?
There appears to be a lack of evidence about what family-centred interventions best promote
positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice detention. What individual
elements of family-centred practice have young people experienced which might be helpful
if scaled up?

Friends/peers. The literature shows that young people deeply value their relationships with friends and
peers, and that the sense of belonging gained from these relationships is very important to them (Moore et
al., 2008; Zuchowski et al., 2020). In one study, young people spoke about friends/peers in detail. In this
work, they acknowledged that they often had limited friend/peer networks and that sometimes many of the
people they knew well were also involved in crime or other anti-social activities (Moore et al., 2008). They
said this could be difficult when leaving youth justice detention and simultaneously wanting to avoid such
activities but also wanting reconnect with friendship networks and with a sense of belonging to a group or
community outside detention (Moore et al., 2008). Young people appreciated it when they had friends who
supported them to stay out of trouble – often these were older friends or mentors, or sometimes, for young
men, their girlfriends (Moore et al., 2008). Young people who had left youth justice detention sometimes
gravitated towards these types of friends, and particularly older mentors and romantic partners gave them a
valid reason in the eyes of others to decline going out with friends who might otherwise lead them into
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situations that could cause re-offending (Moore et al., 2008).

Young people also spoke about the benefits of meeting new friends through areas like sport, work and
community activities, because it was easier to leave old friendship networks if they had a new group with
which to belong, and because these new friends sometimes linked them up with new opportunities, for
example, in work or sport (Moore et al., 2008, 2013). Establishing new friendships – including romantic
relationships – could however be difficult, as some young people felt they had missed or lost the skills
involved:
“You come out not knowing stuff no more. It’d be good to get help with that stuff, getting you
ready. Helping you know things so you can make it. Cos you’ve missed out on so much and you
know nothing. How to make friends, how to cope, how to get a job. All that stuff. Like I haven’t
even had a girlfriend and like I dunno know about that stuff. And I’m scared s**less about it and
[the youth justice detention centre] does jack all about that. If I was going to a normal school I’d
learn about that stuff, sex, relationships but in here there’s nothing. So yeah, it’s big stuff but
embarrassing stuff you’re not gonna ask for” (Moore et al., 2008:232).
As noted earlier in the review, young people knew they needed support with skills in areas that would help
with relationships with friends/peers, such as communication, negotiation, building confidence, managing
relationships and resisting anti-social peer relationships (Hollyman & Prentice, 2008; Moore et al., 2008;
Mignot, 2013). Some programs, such as the Ignition Program, cover some of these areas (e.g.
communication; peer influence; conflict resolution; relationships; culture and identity) (SYC, 2018).
Nevertheless, understanding the complexity of these experiences from the perspective of young people,
beyond what a unit in an education program can cover, is important.
Notably, there was little in the literature about the interaction between young people’s friend/peer
relationships and their housing outcomes or experiences, beyond one study highlighting a young person’s
comments that having friends over as guests to their home could be an effective way of avoiding going out
and getting into ‘trouble’ (Moore et al., 2008) and another study that noted that young people leaving
detention did sometimes end up living with friends when arrangements to live with family fell through, but
not describing the implications of this arrangement (Day et al., 2020).

The lack of information on friends/peers and housing in the existing literature is surprising given that
young adulthood is normatively a time when it developmentally-appropriate for many young people to live
with others their own age in flat- or house-sharing arrangements. Given that young people indicated in the
literature that they do not always want to live with family (ACYP, 2019), there is scope to know more
about the extent to which living with friends is a viable arrangement for young people leaving youth justice
detention and about how such arrangements can best be supported to prevent re-offending, breakdown
and/or homelessness outcomes.

Literature gap:
•

Little information was available in the literature about young people flat- or house-sharing in
age-appropriate arrangements following leaving youth justice detention. Is house-sharing with
other young people a viable and/or positive situation for young people leaving youth justice
detention? How might such a situation best be supported to prevent homelessness and other
negative outcomes?

Services and workers. When young people spoke about engaging with services, the persistent theme in the
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literature was that it was their relationships with particular workers that mattered most to them. More than
identification with a particular service, young people identified with and valued the relationships with
individual workers (e.g. case workers, support workers, youth workers, counsellors) (Moore et al., 2008).
Young people knew that workers needed to be professional and have boundaries, but they said they also
appreciated those “who also played a role of a trusted adult by listening and responding to them with
kindness, empathy and respect” (ACYP, 2019:5; Zuchowski et al., 2020) and who were non-judgemental,
non-authoritarian, committed and personable (Moore et al., 2013; Zuchowski et al., 2020). This is
consistent with other research which notes that trusted adults who talk with young people with a firm but
low-key and non-hierarchical manner are useful guides during young adulthood, particularly in situations
where young people cannot always rely on or do not want to rely on their parents for advice (Meltzer et al.,
2016). Young people felt that both the skills/training of the workers and careful selection of them were
important for achieving positive and trusted relationships; for example, within a context where many
young people had experienced racism within youth justice detention settings in Australia (Zuchowski et al.,
2020), they noted that both cultural training and selecting staff of the same cultural backgrounds as the
young people in detention mattered, particularly staff from Indigenous backgrounds (ACYP, 2019).

Continuity and consistency in relationships with workers was also important to young people (ACYP,
2019; Moore et al., 2008). Young people appreciated it when workers from services they engaged with
prior to being detained visited them while in detention (this was however rare), and also appreciated the
opportunity to say a proper goodbye when there was turnover of staff (Moore et al., 2008). As mentioned
earlier in this review, young people also noted the importance of having an ongoing relationship with a
trusted worker for effective planning for their release from youth justice detention (Moore et al., 2008),
and a few mentioned the helpfulness of instances where they were able to maintain contact with workers
from the detention setting once they had been released and re-entered the community, as this eased the
transition (Moore et al., 2008).
Consistent with other areas of the review, there was however little specific information in the literature
about how relationships with workers might help to achieve positive housing outcomes or prevent
homelessness, or about how young person-worker relationships might be best supported to achieve this
purpose. The findings about young people appreciating continuity and consistency of workers (ACYP,
2019; Moore et al., 2008) suggest that some continuity of staffing across pre-, during- and post-detention
might be useful for this purpose, but this does not appear to be have been thoroughly explored in the
literature.
Literature gaps:
•

•

There is little reflection in the literature on how relationships with workers can contribute to
positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice detention or prevent them
becoming homelessness. To what extent have relationships with workers been specifically
harnessed for this purpose? What has been the impact on housing outcomes where young
people have had continuity of workers pre-, during- and post-detention? What lessons can
be learnt for future practice?
Most of the literature focuses on relationships with staff from youth justice detention settings or
on relationships young people had with workers from youth services prior to detention. What is
the relationship between young people who have left youth justice detention and any social
housing staff that young people have met post-release? What role does this relationship
play in their housing and homelessness outcomes?
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THE WORLD AROUND THE YOUNG PERSON

The world around the young person exiting youth justice detention includes networks and resources that
the young person may not always or fully directly perceive, but which can impact their likelihood of
experiencing periods of homelessness post-release. Networks are the connections between the stakeholders
around the young person. Research has highlighted the importance of interconnected and collaborative
networks when providing supports to young people leaving youth justice detention, due to the complex
service systems involved (ACYP, 2019; Moore et al., 2008; O’Neill, 2018; Strnadová, 2018; Strnadová et
al., 2017). In terms of resources, young people found the most valuable resource available to them postrelease to prevent homelessness was affordable and available housing that they were able to access
(ACYP, 2019; Byrnes et al., 2006; Hollyman and Prentice, 2008; Mendes et al., 2014; Mignot, 2013;
Moore et al., 2008; Sandstrom and Cornell-March, 2008). While not always directly interacting with the
networks and resources layers of the Multi-Level Framework of Child Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti,
2020), young people spoke about what they valued, as well as what they did not like. Their comments are
summarised together with other relevant research in the sections below.

Networks
Research has consistently shown that networks are critical to positive outcomes for young people leaving
youth justice detention. The dual nature of the youth justice and housing sectors demonstrates that a
wraparound package of support cannot be achieved by one agency alone, but instead requires partnerships
(Hazel, 2017). Further, networks between agencies are critical as young people who have been in detention
commonly have complex support needs (i.e. the intersecting presence of disability, mental health issues,
abuse, trauma, disengagement from school, and drug and alcohol misuse), which require input from
multiple organisations and systems to be appropriately addressed (O’Neill, 2018). Further, having to re-tell
their life story can very often be a stressful and potentially traumatic experience for young people, so
having service providers who collaborate can be beneficial as it prevents the need for excessive re-telling
(ACYP, 2018; McDowall, 2013).
The networks who assist young people leaving detention are made up of a range of stakeholders who work
with each other to, ideally, provide unified and consistent support. To achieve this, significant
collaboration among stakeholders is required (Strnadová et al., 2017). In this review, these networks and
the collaborations undertaken by them form the network layer of the Multi-Level Framework of Child
Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020). Consistent with the Framework, young people may sometimes
realise or perceive that their service providers are working together or communicating with each other, but
they will not necessarily see or have the need to understand everything that happens within the conduct of
the network’s collaboration. The sections below outline the research findings and gaps for this layer of the
Framework. It is notable within the findings that little attention is given in the literature to housing-related
stakeholders within networks serving young people leaving youth justice detention.
Principles of effective networks around a young person. The literature identifies many of the principles
under-pinning networks that are effective in assisting young people to transition out of youth justice
detention. Identifying these principles is important, as sector reports have shown that improved
partnerships between government agencies and non-government organisations will increase available
expertise and resources for supporting young people at risk of homelessness post-release from detention
(DCJ, 2020).
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Key principles for effective networks include 5:
Having a collaborative framework and engaging in collaborative service delivery: A collaborative
framework minimises systems barriers to collaboration, identifies a lead agency for the collaboration,
establishes procedures to share data among agencies with appropriate release of information and
confidentiality, and involves regular evaluation. Implementation of this kind of framework is done
through collaborative program planning, attaining collaborative funding and coordinating requests for
information (Kohler et al., 2018; O’Neill, 2018).
Fostering inter-agency collaboration: Inter-agency collaboration involves systematic work over time,
with opportunity for it to evolve; cross-agency training opportunities; regular inter-agency transition
team meetings with opportunities for team building; well-defined roles and responsibilities, including
accountability processes; clear communication; information sharing between agencies; and dedication
to wraparound services that are individualised and based on the young person’s strengths, challenges
and needs (Strnadová et al., 2017; Cumming, 2018).

•

•

It is not discussed in the existing literature whether and how these principles might be applicable to
improving housing outcomes and to reducing the likelihood of young people experiencing homelessness.
Further work on the connections between different forms of collaborative practice and housing and
homelessness outcomes is therefore needed.

Literature gap:
•

The literature highlights that collaborative efforts to improve outcomes for young people postrelease from youth justice detention include clearly defined roles and responsibilities, but it does
not necessarily mention how these roles and responsibilities may vary by sector or expertise. What
can stakeholders specialising in housing (e.g. social housing providers, crisis accommodation
providers, etc) do to reduce the likelihood of young people experiencing homelessness and,
crucially, what role does the rest of the network play in supporting their actions?

Networks are made up of multiple stakeholders from different sectors and with different expertise.
The literature highlights a range of stakeholders from different sectors and with different expertise that can
contribute to a young person’s outcomes following their release from youth justice detention. Including the
whole range of different stakeholders together in a network is important for the network’s effectiveness.
Traditionally, the role of some stakeholders has been better recognised than others. For example, it is wellrecognised that multiple government agency stakeholders should be present in networks for young people
leaving detention. These include representatives from departments of Human Services, Education and
Health. Research highlights that these government representatives have various roles in young people’s
transition process, from the collection of information that informs exit plans to the coordination of services

Australian State Governments are implementing these principles, recognising the value in creating networks to improve the
outcomes for young people. The South Australian Department of Human Services have begun implementing governmentwide collaborations to allow for productive and appropriate information exchange to better assist young people exiting
custody (Department of Human Services, 2020b). Further, the NSW Department of Communities and Justice have developed
a framework for multi-agency planning to prevent homelessness with a focus on young people leaving youth justice centres.
The framework’s principles include a commitment to interagency cooperation and collaboration, and effective information
exchange between relevant agencies (Department of Communities and Justice, 2020).

5
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post-release (Strnadová et al., 2017).

However, the research also identifies some less well recognised stakeholders that should be included for
networks to be most effective in assisting young people leaving youth justice detention. These include:
•

•

•

Family: Including family in networks together with input from government agencies and service
provider organisations is identified in the literature as important to improving the likelihood of positive
outcomes for young people. Family-centred collaboration approaches build rapport with families and
consider families’ cultural backgrounds (Strnadová, 2018). As noted earlier in this review, not all
young people’s families are necessarily in a position to support them well post-release. This highlights
the importance of incorporating family into networks and that the networks consider the family’s
circumstances and attempt to empower them.
Businesses: Young people have reported in some research that they would benefit from youth justice
detention settings and any local employment providers who are assisting them developing partnerships
with businesses who are willing to offer work experience opportunities to young people who have
been involved in the justice system and to support them to build work skills (Advocate for Children
and Young People, 2019).
Culturally-appropriate supporters: Aboriginal young people have noted in research that connection to
culture and supportive adults is crucial to their wellbeing and sense of identity, and that this
connection helps them to learn to make more positive decisions and act differently post-release
(ACYP, 2019). Culturally appropriate supporters are therefore critical:
“Cos he’s an Aboriginal worker so he would actually understand where we’re coming from and
like, yeah he would understand what we’re talking about. And like why we’re in the situation
we’re in. And stuff like that” (Advocate for Children and Young People, 2019).

As such, the literature suggests that inclusion of family, businesses and culturally-appropriate supporters
together with those from government agencies facilitates the creation of an effective network for young
people. There is however relatively little information in the literature about what role stakeholders such as
housing providers or crisis accommodation providers might play and how often and how effectively they
are included within the relevant networks assisting young people. Without this information, existing
research on how networks can assist young people to avoid homelessness remains limited.
Literature gap:
•

Aboriginal young people identified that connection to culture was central to supporting them to
make positive changes in their lives post-release from youth justice detention. This was discussed
in relation to connecting with Aboriginal specific services and Aboriginal identified workers in
health and employment spaces. There was however no mention of how this connection to culture
could assist in improving housing outcomes and reducing the likelihood of homelessness. Which
Aboriginal stakeholders need to participate in networks to reduce the risk of homelessness
for Aboriginal young people leaving youth justice detention, and what kind of support do
they need to best play their role?
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Barriers to developing successful networks. The existing literature shows that barriers to networks
successfully assisting young people in transitioning out of youth justice detention include a lack of
coordination and partnership between stakeholders and organisations, with logistical issues including a
lack of clarification of roles and responsibilities, high turnover among service providers and lack of
communication between agencies (O’Neill, 2018). The evidence also shows that factors that contribute to
unsuccessful collaboration include providers’ mistrust and a lack of understanding of other agencies
perspectives (Green et al., 2008), confidentiality concerns, logistical and resource concerns, turnover
among providers, and time pressures (Strnadová et al., 2017). Lack of collaboration and communication
between agencies was found to contribute to an increased likelihood of recidivism among young people
(Baltodano et al., 2005).
Literature gap:
•

There is little reflection in the literature on the impact of networks on positive housing outcomes
for young people leaving youth justice detention. To what extent have networks been used
specifically to address housing outcomes? When stakeholders related to housing and
accommodation have been included, what have their perspectives been? Have they had a
voice at the table? What lessons can be learnt for future practice?

Resources
Given the primacy of physical housing as a resource for addressing homelessness, this ‘resources’ section
of the literature review focuses on several aspects relating to housing and accommodation specifically,
rather than other resources.
The existing literature identifies affordable and available housing as a valuable resource for young people
exiting youth justice detention, particularly when returning to their family home is not appropriate (ACYP,
2019; Byrnes et al., 2006; Mendes et al., 2014; Moore et al., 2008; Sandstrom and Cornell-March, 2008;
Tillack et al., 2018). Young people agreed that living in secure, stable accommodation was critical for
them to re-establish themselves after detention (ACYP, 2019). However, both young people and service
providers noted a lack of suitable accommodation infrastructure and found this to be a key resourcing
obstacle to overcome. They reported that it could be difficult finding stable accommodation, such as
getting a place in a youth refuge, and saw a clear link between being homeless and involvement in crime
(ACYP, 2019). Additionally, young people mentioned that receiving support in navigating the housing
sector post-release was valuable and helped overcome confusion and disengagement from services.
These findings are outlined in more detail below. Consistent with the Multi-Level Framework of Child
Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020), the findings show that while they are not necessarily aware of all
aspects of how the housing market and supply system operate, young people are in part aware of some of
the resourcing constraints impacting upon them. For this reason, the following sections draw on their
perspectives wherever possible, along with other research.
Increased accommodation supply. Lack of available housing was reported as a key barrier for young
people when leaving youth justice detention. The literature shows there are few residential transitional and
treatment beds available for those leaving detention (Mignot, 2013) and suggests that inadequate supply of
housing has reportedly forced many parole agents to settle for any available residential placement,
regardless of the quality of care provided (Byrnes et al., 2006).
Young people transitioning out of detention were aware of the problem. They reported their perspective
that there should be an increase in the number of refuge beds, supported accommodation options and
residential rehabilitation services for children and young people to reduce the likelihood of them becoming

39

CENTRE FOR
SOCIAL IMPACT

Document name

homeless or being detained again as a result of their homelessness (ACYP, 2019). This was particularly the
case for ‘older’ young people, for whom a limited range of accommodation options often resulted in delays
in the allocation of placements, and these young people were sometimes put in unsuitable placements as a
result, such as B&Bs and hostels (Mignot, 2013). Young people also felt that there needed to be more
accommodation options in a greater range of locations. They explained that being placed in refuges, while
at times preventing homelessness, could also cause great disruption in their lives (ACYP, 2019). This was
because refuge availability was often in a different area to their support networks and programs with which
they were already connected.
Despite the evidence of the problem of housing supply, and these perspectives from young people, little
research appears to be available into options for how to increase housing supply specifically for this group.
Although increasing social and affordable housing supply is a topic of much research in general (Hulse et
al., 2019; Rowley et al., 2017), it does not often appear to be connected the youth justice issues.

Literature gap:
•

Several studies have shown the problems with housing supply for young people leaving youth
justice detention, but less attention has been paid to describing options for solving the supply
problems. What options exist, and how feasible are they, for addressing housing supply
problems for this group? Does other broader research about increasing social and affordable
housing supply ever include young people leaving detention as a stakeholder group? If not,
why not?

Safe, stable and secure accommodation. Having safe, stable and secure housing post-release from
detention was identified in the literature by young people as crucial to their quality of life. Young people
spoke about needing more housing options along the full continuum from crisis refuges and supported
accommodation through to affordable, independent housing (ACYP, 2019). Safety was also highly valued,
with young people reporting they wanted accommodation where they felt they had some control and where
they could relax (Moore et al., 2008).
Research has recommended the provision of supportive, long-term community-based housing to young
people leaving youth justice detention, where support to promote safety is provided by professionals who
understand the family breakdown, trauma, neglect and abuse that may have precipitated a young person’s
pathway into homelessness, as well as the reasons why the young person offended (Sandstrom & CornellMarch, 2008). Scoping studies conducted with service providers that support young people post-release
from detention identified the need for stable housing, for example, the Next Steps pilot program in Victoria
offering 24-hour on-site support for up to six months while permanent housing is sourced (Mignot, 2013).
More broadly, outside of research specifically about youth justice settings, studies have considered the
experiences of young people transitioning from out-of-home-care to independent living and found that the
provision of safe, secure and affordable accommodation is a crucial component, and is closely linked to
positive outcomes in health, social connections, education and employment (Mendes et al., 2014). There
was an identified gap in the research around providing accommodation that was viewed as being culturally
safe for Aboriginal young people. It was highlighted that as a first principle, services targeted to Aboriginal
children and young people should be designed and delivered by Aboriginal Community Owned and
Controlled Organisations (ACYP, 2019). Accordingly, there is also scope to know more about Aboriginal
Community Owned and Controlled Organisations providing accommodation for Aboriginal young people
transitioning out of youth justice detention as well.
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Literature gap:
•

There is a research gap regarding what resources supports Aboriginal young people when they
transition out of detention, with current evidence treating all young people as one homogenous
group. What specific resources do Aboriginal young people want to access? What is the role
of Aboriginal Housing providers in this area? What practices can be adopted by mainstream
housing providers to provide a culturally-appropriate environment for Aboriginal young
people?

Support for navigating the housing market. A key supportive resource was assistance to young people
in navigating the housing market. Young people said that where possible, applications to housing providers
should happen whilst they are still in detention, as waiting lists for social housing are so long that applying
early reduces the time they have to wait after they are released (ACYP, 2019). Many participants in the a
pilot of the Next Steps Program in Victoria (a 12 month initiative to support people early to prevent
homelessness, better integrate services and provide support flexibly according to individual need) reported
that they found the homelessness system difficult to navigate, resulting in some young people eventually
living in substandard private rooming houses, which exacerbated their difficulties and threatened to cause
the young people to further disengage from services and support (Mignot, 2013). Two young people
reported the need for more support with housing options:
“You should get a worker to support you, you need to be in a refuge, you need some guidance”
(Advocate for Children and Young People, 2019).
Research has also highlighted the need for young people to be supported while accessing housing and
accommodation as a result of the conflicting practices of the youth justice and homelessness sectors
(Hollyman & Prentice, 2008). The homelessness sector has moved towards a ‘real time’ focus, filling beds
when they become available. This practice precludes the pre-booking of beds for people exiting
institutions, thus failing to accommodate the youth justice system’s requirement for pre-planned exits
(Hollyman & Prentice, 2008).
Literature gap:
•

The literature highlights a conflict between the homelessness support sector filling beds as they
become available and the need to pre-book beds for people exiting institutions, such as youth
justice settings. What solutions are available for the two systems to better interface with each
other?

THE WORLD AT LARGE
The ‘world at large’ layer of the Multi-Level Framework of Child Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020)
entails policies and contexts that sit above young people leaving youth justice detention and that young
people are themselves unlikely to be directly aware of, even while these policies and contexts deeply
influence what happens to them. Policies refer to national programmes of direct relevance to young people
leaving detention, including youth justice policies and housing policies. Context refers to broader factors
that influence a young person’s treatment and wellbeing while transitioning out of detention. The broader
context includes, for example, the key agencies and legislation that are involved in the
housing/homelessness and youth justice sectors.
Research findings related to these areas are detailed below. Given the focus of the empirical part of this
project on South Australia, attention is given below to South Australian policies and context specifically.
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Consistent with the Multi-Level Framework of Child Wellbeing (UNICEF Innocenti, 2020), the
information presented is mainly at a macro-level and does not include a lot of information on young
people’s perspectives, as young people themselves are not necessarily aware of policy structures and
contextual factors. Where their perspectives are available, these have however been included.

Policies
The policies that impact young people’s outcomes post-release from youth justice detention are a mix of
generalist support policies and targeted housing initiatives. In South Australia, there have been several
recent policy initiatives relevant to the provision of post-release services in youth justice settings. These
include the Youth Justice State Plan 2020-2023 and the Integrated Housing Exits Youth Justice Program
policy, detailed below. Importantly, the introduction of these policies has happened within the context of
key government reports and recommendations on youth justice. Some of the most significant reports are:
•

In 2019, the South Australian Commissioner for Children and Young People released Making
Change in Youth Justice: A User’s Guide to Building a Better South Australian Youth Justice
System. The report was produced in collaboration with young people who had experienced
significant periods of detention as children and young adults. The report recommendations
primarily focused on issues around bail and experiences within the court system, rather than a
specific focus on issues around release and homelessness (Connolly, 2019). However,
importantly, the approach adopted a ‘proof of concept’ project undertaken over a nine-month
period that placed young people front and centre throughout, providing them with opportunities to
advise on system change while also being supported to develop leadership skills.

•

In 2019, the Government of South Australia’s Training Centre Visitor released Great
Responsibility: Report on the 2019 Pilot Inspection of the Adelaide Youth Training Centre
(Kurlana Tapa Youth Justice Centre)(Office of the Guardian for Children and Young, 2020).
The report was compiled from interviews with 34 young people in detention at the Adelaide
Youth Training Centre (AYTC), together with information previously obtained from advocacy,
visiting and reviews of records since the Training Centre Visitor program was established in 2017.
Recommendation 9 of the report is focused on the issue of post-detention and calls on the
Department of Human Services to review end-to-end case management to consider the postdetention needs to reduce re-offending and maximise opportunities for post-release success and
community reintegration. Housing is however not specifically mentioned.

Youth Justice State Plan (Department of Human Services, 2020b). On 11th May 2020, the South
Australian Government launched Young People Connected, Communities Protected: South Australia’s
Youth Justice State Plan 2020-23 (The State Plan). The State Plan was implemented following the
completion of a ‘Connected Youth Journey Lab’, in which over 500 stakeholders (including young people
with an experience of the youth justice system) collaborated to better understand the complexities of young
people’s lives and critical intervention points, including entry into, and exit out of, youth justice services.
The State Plan identifies several broad intervention areas connected to young people leaving youth justice
detention, including:
•

Strengthening pathways for children and young people’s access to targeted training and
employment opportunities through increased partnerships with the Department for Innovation and
Skills;

•

Developing a communications strategy to improve public knowledge, with the view to fostering
more positive community re-integration for young people exiting detention;

•

Bolstering service delivery across government and non-government agencies to support the crucial
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24-48 hours post-release.

According to the State Plan, the initiatives connected to these intervention areas are to be commenced in
2021. Housing is only mentioned in the State Plan in passing 6, not as a specific focus.

Literature gap:
•

The Youth Justice State Plan is a relatively new policy, only launch in May 2020. What has been
its impact so far on positive housing outcomes for young people leaving youth justice
detention? How much of a focus has it in practice generated on housing?

Integrated Housing Exits Youth Justice Program. An additional key policy for young people
transitioning out of youth justice detention in South Australia, particularly those who are at risk of
homelessness, is the Integrated Housing Exits Youth Justice Program Policy. The policy provides
accommodation and support to young people who have completed a custodial sentence and aims to reduce
their risk of exiting detention into homelessness and re-offending. It applies to the following agencies (see
more on agencies in sections below): Housing SA, community housing providers, Youth Justice and
Helping Young People Achieve (HYPA).
The following eligibility criteria apply for young people to access the program:
•

they are aged between 16-25;

•

they are eligible for public housing in line with the ‘Eligibility for Housing’ policy, if Housing SA
is the provider, or they are eligible for community housing in line with the ‘Community Housing’
eligibility policy, if a community housing provider is the provider;

•

they agree to participate in the program;

•

they agree to enter into a case management plan;

•

they agree to the conditions of a 12 month lease agreement.

Young people must also have completed a custodial sentence in the Adelaide Youth Training Centre. Both
the Youth Justice and HYPA agencies assess a young person’s suitability and eligibility for the program
and consider the location of available supports, which has been identified as a factor that is important to
young people, who may not accept housing services if it disconnects them from their other supports and
their community (ACYP, 2019).

6 Mentions of housing (or accommodation) in passing include: “Where there is risk of homelessness, supported
accommodation options can provide a place of safety and connection” (Department of Human Services, 2020b, p. 21) and
“Many supports are interrupted or simply stop when a child or young person transitions from custody to community. These
supports are critical in the first 24-48 hours after release when a child or young person most needs stability when settling
back into life in the community (Journey Lab insight). For example, some children and young people may need further
support for transport, accommodation, access to clothes, food or money upon release” (Department of Human Services,
2020b, p. 30).

43

CENTRE FOR
SOCIAL IMPACT

Document name

Under the Integrated Housing Exits Youth Justice Program, young people are provided with a 12-month
fixed-term lease agreement. If necessary, the young person may be offered another fixed term lease
agreement for up to 12 months. This provides stable accommodation, which young people have said is
valuable to them (Moore et al., 2008). At least 3 months before the end of the tenancy, the housing
provider, HYPA and the young person meet to review the tenancy. This provides increased stability and
allows the young person to have a voice in the planning process. The policy also incorporates a case
management plan approach which are continuously reviewed by HYPA, Youth Justice and the young
person. The components of this policy align with elements young people have reported throughout this
literature review as being valuable to them when transitioning out of detention – e.g. stability, appropriate
relationships with case managers, having some agency and control about what happens to them.
Literature gap:
•

While there is anecdotal alignment between the Integrated Housing Exits Youth Justice Program
and what young people report needing post-release, there is a lack of research on the effectiveness
of this policy. More research needs to be conducted on the impact of this policy on outcomes for
young people who had been in detention. How do young people experience the supports offered
as a result of this policy? How effective is the policy at reducing the likelihood of young
people entering homelessness post-release from detention?

Context
Young people transitioning out of detention are also impacted by the broader context of key legislation and
the agencies that implement that legislation within the housing/homelessness and youth justice sectors.
These aspects of broader context set the scene for the policies in the previous section, as well as for the
range of supports that can be offered to young people. Young people may be aware of some aspects of this
context (for example, that particular agencies exist and support them), but will not be aware of, for
example, all aspects of the relevant legislation.
Key agencies. The key agencies impacting outcomes for young people entering and leaving youth justice
detention are summarised below.
•

•

•

•

Youth Justice. Youth Justice is part of the Department of Human Services and has the primary
responsibility for the supervision of community and custodial orders given to children and young
people. Youth Justice’s main responsibilities include supporting the rehabilitation of young people
and contributing to reducing their re-offending (AIHW, 2020).
Training Centre Visitor. The Youth Justice Administration Act 2016 (the YJA Act)established the
role of the Training Centre Visitor (TCV). The TCV is an independent statutory office holder,
established by the YJA Act (s 11(1)). The TCV’s main functions are to “conduct visits to, and
inspections of, training centres” and to “promote the best interests of training centre residents”.
The focus of the TCV is on hearing the voice of children and young people who are experiencing
detention and to “stand with them” to ensure their views are considered (Office of the Guardian
for Children and Young People, 2019).
Guardian for Children and Young People. Another key agency in the regulation of youth justice in
South Australia is the Guardian for Children and Young People, whose functions under the
Children and Young People (Oversight and Advocacy Bodies) Act 2016 include the provision of
advice on systemic reforms necessary to improve the quality of care provided for children and
young people in alternative care.
Adelaide Youth Training Centre – Kurlana Tapa. The Adelaide Youth Training Centre (AYTC) is
the only youth detention centre in South Australia for children and young people aged between 10
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and 18 (Training Centre Visitor Annual Report 2019/20). The centre is for children and young
people held on remand and serving a sentence. The AYTC’s operational model adopts generalised
case planning to assist transition from the training centre to the community. According to the
Department of Human Services:
“Case plans ensure continued access to education and health supports and include
establishing connections with community services that will support the young person and
their family beyond the expiry of their youth justice order” (Department of Human
Services, 2020a).

There is however a gap in mentioning any potential positive impacts on a young person’s housing
outcomes when engaging with the case planning process.
Upon arrival at AYTC, young people have an individual program developed covering areas such as
ensuring continued access to education and health supports and establishing community services and
family support to assist upon release from the centre (AIHW, 2020). As per s39 of the Young Offenders
Act, a young person’s progress must be reviewed at least every six months by the Training Centre Review
Board. The Department of Human Services identifies the use of a ‘continuum of care approach’ in the
application of case management for those exiting detention into the community, focusing on re-integration
and re-connecting to the community (AIHW, 2020).
Literature gap:
•

There are a wide scope of agencies involved with young people in youth justice detention. Which
ones are most trusted by young people themselves? Which have the greatest potential to
impact positive housing outcomes for them?

Legislation. The relevant legislation speaks broadly about positive outcomes for young people at all stages
of contact with the youth justice system, with only minor references to the housing outcomes for young
people post-release.
The youth justice system in South Australia is primarily administered by the Department of Human
Services (DHS) and regulated by two pieces of legislation: the Young Offenders Act 1993 (SA) (the YO
Act) and the Youth Justice Administration Act 2016 (SA) (the YJA Act). These Acts are companion pieces
of legislation, which means that they are to be read together and understood as if they form a single Act
(Legal Service Commission).
The YJA Act considers the housing of young people while detained as well as post-release. It primarily
provides for the establishment and management of training centres and community-based supervision
services relating to “children and young people who offend against the criminal law” (Child Development
Council, 2018). However, some of the key objectives under the YJA Act may apply to young people postrelease – for example, it includes the provision of safe, humane and secure management of people held in
training centres and to “promote their rehabilitation, to realise their potential and to support their
reintegration with the community” (Office of the Guardian for Children and Young, 2020). The YJA Act
also specifies that agencies involved in the delivery of youth justice services in South Australia should seek
to implement the terms of the Charter of Rights for Youths Detained in Training Centres (YJ Charter).
Specifically, within the Charter is the right for someone in detention to “get help with somewhere safe to
live and ongoing support” (YJ Charter).
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CONCLUSION

This review has highlighted that although there is much research about young people who have been in
youth justice detention, there is a concerning lack of investigation specifically into the details of housing
after leaving youth justice detention and into what works to limit the likelihood that a young person will
enter homelessness following their release from youth justice detention. This review has highlighted
several gaps in the literature that can provide the basis of future work in the area.
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Appendix 3 TRAUMA-INFORMED
PRACTICE
BACKGROUND

There is increasing recognition of the impact and prevalence of complex trauma on marginalised
communities (Kezelman & Stavropoulos, 2020). In contrast to Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, complex
trauma commonly occurs with repeated trauma in childhood, most commonly through child sexual, physical,
or emotional abuse (Kezelman & Stavropoulos, 2020).
Young people who have experienced trauma as children have been identified as being more likely to engage
in the youth justice system (Malvaso et al., 2017). The high rates of young people in youth justice facilities
who have experienced complex trauma was recently acknowledged in South Australia’s Youth Justice State
Plan (Department of Human Services, 2020b).
Complex trauma affects the way people feel about themselves and their capacity to trust, feel safe, build
healthy relationships, and seek support (Kezelman & Stavropoulos, 2020).
Given the above, it was integral that the workshop be ‘trauma-informed’ – i.e. attuned to how inadvertently
re-traumatising dynamics can be established and therefore actively seeking to minimise this risk by being
informed about, and sensitive to, trauma-related issues (Kezelman & Stavropoulos, 2020).

TRAUMA INFORMED PRINCIPLES
The research team implemented a process to embed trauma-informed principles into the development of
the workshop materials and method. The research team adapted the set of trauma-informed principles
outlined in the Blue Knot Foundation’s Organisational Guidelines for Trauma-Informed Service Delivery.
These principles are:
•

Safety: Giving attention to how the physical, emotional, environmental, and cultural safety of
participants can be ensured.

•

Trustworthiness: Ensuring that there is sensitivity to participant needs, including how
consistency and reliability will be conveyed to clients.

•

Choice: Providing choice to participants at all the levels at which this is possible.

•

Collaboration: Consistently communicating a sense of ‘doing with’ rather than ‘to’ or ‘for’
participants.

•

Empowerment: Prioritising empowerment and skills development for participants.

TRAUMA INFORMED PRINCIPLES IN THE WORKSHOP PLANNING
The researchers adapted the Blue Knot Foundation’s principles of trauma-informed care discussed above
and applied them in the development of the workshop method and materials. The following table outlines
some of the considerations in building trauma-informed principles into the workshop planning, based on
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Blue Knot’s principles.
SAFETY

Consideration

I m plem entation into w orkshop m ethod

Are all rooms including the meeting room,
reception areas comfortable and inviting?
Have staff or volunteers been organised to
greet people at the entry point?

CSI researchers to review venue prior to workshop –
considerations include placement of seating, placement
of video screen.
Development of instructions for meeting
participants/case workers.

Are first contacts with clients welcoming,
respectful and engaging?

CSI researchers to engage Advisory Group regarding
introduction of the workshop and presenters.

How is participant safety considered
following the activity?

Embedding of post-workshop supports into the process –
developed in consultation with the Constellation
Project’s Lived Experience Coordinator and CSI’s Lived
Experience of Homelessness Advisory Group.
Consideration of complex trauma in drafting questions
by CSI researchers. Questions to be developed in
consultation with the Constellation Project’s Lived
Experience Coordinator and CSI’s Lived Experience of
Homelessness Advisory Group.

Have participants been clearly informed prior
to the activity of the focus of the activity and
the potentially traumatic content being
presented or discussed?

Ensure questions are framed and
communicated in a way that are empathetic,
objective and use supportive language.

Providing participants with clear information about the
workshops, e.g. the range of questions to be asked, set
up, length of time and other expectations. Also clear
information about privacy and data collection.

How has the workshop considered safety
between participants including respecting
confidentiality?

Case workers to be provided information regarding
safety prior to workshop. Reiteration of confidentiality
during introduction to the workshop.

What procedures are in place in the instance
of a participant experiencing distress during
the workshop?

Role of the case worker to assist with distress.
Facilitation of a safe, breakout space, including
instructions on how to access this in the introduction.

What measures will be undertaken to
establish safety between participants and
facilitators?

Open, informal approach used in facilitation, drafting of
appropriate questioning.

TRUSTWORTHINESS

Consideration

How is the process of informed consent
implemented?

I m plem entation into w orkshop m ethod

By providing instructions to those involved in the
recruitment of the participants to ensure participants are
aware that they do not need to participate to retain
access to services (and reiterating that information in
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Participant Information and Consent Forms as well,
including a Plain English version). Consent checked
again prior to commencement of workshop.
Does the workshop specify what will be done,
by whom, when and why?

Clear instructions to be provided to participants several
days before the event, as well as again going over
process prior to commencement of the workshop.

Do boundaries veer from respectful and
professional? If so, when? How can this be
responded to?

Clear instructions provided to case workers on their role,
in particular sharing of information on participants’
behalf.

How will information gathered during the
event be kept confidential?

Providing clear statements around ethics and privacy,
including explaining what de-identified data looks like
within a report.

CHOICE

Consideration

I m plem entation into w orkshop m ethod

To what extent do participants have choice
about the questions answered/activities they
undertake?

As above, clarification in introduction to the workshop
(as well as in the Participant Information and Consent
Forms) that participants do not have to answer
questions. Providing choice of which questions are the
focus for the workshop, via participants choosing from a
shortlist.

To what extent can participants choose to
withdraw consent after the workshop?

Ability to withdraw consent included in Participant
Information and Consent Forms, with this option also to
be reiterated during the introduction for the workshop
and at the conclusion of the workshop.

COLLABORATION

Consideration

In developing the workshops, how are
participants involved in preparation and their
preferences considered?

To what extent are participants engaged in
writing up the results/development of the
final report?

I m plem entation into w orkshop m ethod

Involvement of participants in preparation could not be
undertaken for this project. However, discussion with
participants was planned into the workshop agenda and
choice was to be provided on the day of which questions
were to be the focus of the workshop.
Providing participants with summarised version of
workshop findings.
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EMPOWERMENT

Consideration

To what extent will participants be able to
provide feedback into the workshop?
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I m plem entation into w orkshop m ethod

Feedback collected following the workshop, with a
summary of feedback to be included in the final report.
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Appendix 4 ADVICE FROM LIVED
EXPERIENCE COORDINATOR

This table shows the gaps in the evidence-base identified by the literature review, along with the
Constellation Project’s Lived Experience Coordinator’s comments about their appropriateness to cover in
the workshop with young people or instead in the broader social lab process encompassed in Better
Journeys (see page 4 for explanation of Better Journeys). The final column then highlights the decision that
was made about what to include in the workshop based on the advice provided.

Topic area

The world of the young person
Overall, there is relatively little
research on activities that are useful
for preventing homelessness among
young people leaving youth justice
detention. Beyond planning for the
future and building skills for
tenancy and renting, what other
activities might be done involving
young people leaving youth justice
detention to lessen their risk of
homelessness?
Young people noted the benefits of
having certification that they had
done the Rent It Keep It Program.
What other types of physical
evidence might be useful to young
people connected to their skill
development? Is skill development
alone enough in the face of the
stigma around justice involvement
that may follow them into the
housing market?

Lived Experience Coordinator
Advice

The literature review noted that the
provision of life skills training programs is
recommended as being valuable to young
people post-release from their detention
settings. These programs include training
on independent living skills or budgeting
assistance.
The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
that the workshops could also provide the
space for young people to discuss other
training programs they saw as important.

Decision
• Green = add to
workshop shortlist
• Yellow = could be
covered in the social
lab instead
• Red = cannot cover in
Better Journeys at all
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Young people framed the need for
tenancy and housing skills
holistically. How might training in
other skills (e.g. in communication
and problem solving) be
specifically tailored to purposefully
achieve positive housing outcomes?
While there is significant research on
the role of relationships in young
people’s lives when in and when
leaving youth justice detention, little
is specific to the impact of
relationships on housing outcomes
post-release. What, from young
people’s perspective, is the impact
of their relationships on their
chances of achieving a positive
housing experience post-release or
of becoming homeless?

The value of mapping young people’s
different relationships was highlighted in
the literature review, including family,
school and the broader community. This
mapping activity also can help identify
where there are gaps in support.

Some young people are hesitant
about returning to live with family
post-release from youth justice
detention, because it is not clear
whether families will be able to
provide the kind of support they
need. From their own perspectives,
what kinds of help or support do
young people perceive their
families need in order to be the
most effective supports for them?

The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
that including questions on young people’s
families could negatively affect young
people in the workshop if their family
relationships were a negative or difficult
and if the activities were not carefully
planned.

There appears to be a lack of
evidence about what family-centred
supports best promote positive
housing outcomes for young people
leaving youth justice detention.
What individual elements of
family-centred practice have young
people experienced which might be
helpful if scaled up?

The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
the importance of conducting a risk
assessment prior to asking questions that
could put the young person at risk,
particularly related to family
circumstances.
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Little information was available in
the literature about young people flator house-sharing in age-appropriate
arrangements following leaving
youth justice detention. Is housesharing with other young people a
viable and/or positive situation for
young people leaving youth justice
detention? How might such a
situation best be supported to
prevent homelessness and other
negative outcomes?

The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
the use of house-sharing as being
potentially positive, but also carrying a
level of risk. It was noted that housesharing could have positive effects on the
young person by strengthening their
support networks.

There is little reflection in the
literature on how relationships with
workers can contribute to positive
housing outcomes for young people
leaving youth justice detention or
prevent them becoming
homelessness. To what extent have
relationships with workers been
specifically harnessed for this
purpose? What has been the
impact on housing outcomes where
young people have had continuity
of workers pre-, during- and postdetention? What lessons can be
learnt for future practice?

The Lived Experience Coordinator found
that caseworkers can have substantial
impacts on young people and stated it
would be a good opportunity for young
people to share their insights in the
workshop about continuity of support by
workers.

Most of the literature focuses on
relationships with staff from youth
justice detention settings or on
relationships young people had with
workers from youth services prior to
detention. What is the relationship
between young people who have
left youth justice detention and any
social housing staff that young
people have met post-release?
What role does this relationship
play in their housing and
homelessness outcomes?
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The world around the young person
The literature highlights that
collaborative efforts to improve
outcomes for young people postrelease from youth justice detention
include clearly defined roles and
responsibilities, but it does not
necessarily mention how these roles
and responsibilities may vary by
sector or expertise. What can
stakeholders specialising in
housing (e.g. social housing
providers, crisis accommodation
providers, etc) do to reduce the
likelihood of young people
experiencing homelessness and,
crucially, what role does the rest of
the network play in supporting
their actions?

The Lived Experience Coordinator stated
that the Better Journeys social lab would
be a more appropriate space to discuss the
role of housing stakeholders in reducing
young people experiencing homelessness
post-release.

Aboriginal young people identified
that connection to culture was central
to supporting them to make positive
changes in their lives post-release
from youth justice detention. This
was discussed in relation to
connecting with Aboriginal specific
services and Aboriginal identified
workers in health and employment
spaces. There was however no
mention of how this connection to
culture could assist in improving
housing outcomes and reducing the
likelihood of homelessness. Which
Aboriginal stakeholders need to
participate in networks to reduce
the risk of homelessness for
Aboriginal young people leaving
youth justice detention, and what
kind of support do they need to
best play their role?

The Lived Experience Coordinator stated
that discussion around this literature gap
should be led by Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander stakeholders and that a
dedicated conversation around strategy
should be held moving forward.

There is little reflection in the
literature on the impact of networks
on positive housing outcomes for
young people leaving youth justice
detention. To what extent have
networks been used specifically to
address housing outcomes? When

The Lived Experience Coordinator
suggested that this literature gap would be
better answered in the social lab, due to
the greater understanding of available
resourcing.
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stakeholders related to housing
and accommodation have been
included, what have their
perspectives been? Have they had a
voice at the table? What lessons
can be learnt for future practice?
Several studies have shown the
problems with housing supply for
young people leaving youth justice
detention, but less attention has been
paid to describing options for solving
the supply problems. What options
exist, and how feasible are they, for
addressing housing supply
problems for this group? Does
other broader research about
increasing social and affordable
housing supply ever include young
people leaving detention as a
stakeholder group? If not, why
not?
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The Lived Experience Coordinator
suggested that this literature gap would be
better answered in the social lab, due to
the greater understanding of available
resourcing. It was however noted by the
Lived Experience Coordinator that young
people could be asked to comment their
experience of accessing these services.

There is a research gap regarding
what resources supports Aboriginal
young people when they transition
out of detention, with current
evidence treating all young people as
one homogenous group. What
specific resources do Aboriginal
young people want to access? What
is the role of Aboriginal Housing
providers in this area? What
practices can be adopted by
mainstream housing providers to
provide a culturally-appropriate
environment for Aboriginal young
people?

The Lived Experience Coordinator stated
that discussion around this literature gap
should be led by Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander stakeholders and that a
dedicated conversation around strategy
should be held moving forward.

The literature highlights a conflict
between the homelessness support
sector filling beds as they become
available and the need to pre-book
beds for people exiting institutions,
such as youth justice settings. What
solutions are available for the two
systems to better interface with
each other?

The Lived Experience Coordinator
identified that young people may not have
an ability to comment on this interaction
and that it may be better suited to the
social lab.
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The world at large
The Youth Justice State Plan is a
relatively new policy, only launch in
May 2020. What has been its
impact so far on positive housing
outcomes for young people leaving
youth justice detention? How much
of a focus has it in practice
generated on housing?

The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
that young people in the workshop may
not have participated in the program and,
as such, might not be familiar with it.

While there is anecdotal alignment
between the Integrated Housing Exits
Youth Justice Program and what
young people report needing postrelease, there is a lack of research on
the effectiveness of this policy. More
research needs to be conducted on
the impact of this policy on outcomes
for young people who have
experienced detention. How do
young people experience the
supports offered as a result of this
policy? How effective is the policy
at reducing the likelihood of young
people entering homelessness postrelease from detention?

The Lived Experience Coordinator noted
that young people in the workshop may
not have participated in the program and,
as such, might not be familiar with it.

There are a wide scope of agencies
involved with young people in youth
justice detention. Which ones are
most trusted by young people
themselves? Which have the
greatest potential to impact
positive housing outcomes for
them?

The Lived Experience Coordinator stated
that young people could provide valuable
insight in the workshop into the agencies
that are trusted by young people.
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Appendix 5 ADVICE FROM LIVED EXPERIENCE OF
HOMELESSNESS ADVISORY GROUP
Original question as drafted by CSI
Q1

What life skills do you need specifically to help
with finding and keeping housing (including but
also going beyond only direct tenancy skills)?
What do you think is the best way of getting those
skills? And what evidence would be useful to
show you have mastered them?

Advisory Group advice

Amended question with Advisory Group
advice

Question could use more informal
language and have a greater
strength-based focus (e.g. starting
with the achievements of the young
person in navigating the housing
system).

What life skills helped you the most in finding and keeping
housing?
Were there other skills that would have been helpful to
you? How could we help others to get those skills?

Q2

What is the impact of family or other important
people in your life specifically on your housing?
How have they helped or hindered you with
finding and keeping housing since leaving youth
justice detention?

Question is quite detailed and could
be simplified. Important to include
friends at the front of the question, as
participant may be confronted with
reference to family.

How have friends/family or other supports helped or
hindered you finding and keeping housing (since leaving
youth justice detention)?

Q3

What do you think of house/flat sharing as an
option when leaving youth justice detention? What
do you think would be good about it? What would
be difficult about it? Is it something you would
want to do? Why or why not?

Question is good – no changes
required.

What do you think of house/flat sharing as an option when
leaving youth justice detention? What do you think would
be good about it? What would be difficult about it? Is it
something you would want to do? Why or why not?
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What does a good caseworker do to help you
specifically with finding and keeping housing after
release from youth justice detention? What is
different about their help with housing compared
to their help with other areas?

Question is too detailed and has too
many components. Requires
simplification.

What does a good caseworker do to help you get and keep
housing?

Q5

What have your relationships with social housing
and/or homelessness services staff been like?
Helpful or hindering for finding and keeping
housing? What has been their impact on your
housing situation? How come?

Question is good. However,
suggestion that the question length
should be reduced.

What have your relationships with social housing and/or
homelessness services staff been like? Were they helpful or
hindering for finding and keeping housing?

Q6

Which agencies/services have you had experience
with? What do you think of them? Which ones are
helpful or hindering for finding and keeping
housing? How come? Which ones are most useful
and trustworthy? What makes them that way?

Question is too detailed and has too
many components. Requires
simplification.

Which agencies/services have you had experience with?
What do you think of them? Which ones are helpful or not
helpful for finding and keeping housing? How come? What
makes them that way?

Q4

How has your case worker helped you get and keep housing
since leaving youth justice detention?
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Appendix 6 FINAL WORKSHOP
QUESTIONS/OUTLINE
A slide pack displaying the content and questions covered here was also partially designed for the
delivery of the workshop, but not finalised, as it was to be finished when there was knowledge of the
specific participants and their support needs.

FINAL WORKSHOP QUESTIONS/OUTLINE
1. Acknowledgement of Country, double-checking of consent and workshop overview – timing, breaks.
2. Introductions – everyone present introduces themselves, including the participant, supporters and
researchers – and housekeeping/expectations of the different groups in the room (researchers,
supporters, participants).
3. Background – about the Constellation Project; explanation on what has happened prior to the
interviews (systematic literature review and broader suite of work is the interviews are part of).
4. Young people (participants) will then choose approx. 3 of the following 6 topics for possible
discussion. Each will be structured as a free-flowing discussion, with back-and-forth between
participant and researchers to ensure the question is clear and participants are able to answer
accessibly. Within talking about each of the areas below, the focus will also be on the key question:
What do you think is needed to better fill the gap about this area in the research literature?
a.

What life skills helped you the most in finding and keeping housing? Were there other skills
that would have been helpful to you? How could we help others to get those skills?

b. How have friends/family or other supports helped or hindered you finding and keeping
housing (since leaving youth justice detention)?
c.

What do you think of house/flat sharing as an option when leaving youth justice detention?
What do you think would be good about it? What would be difficult about it? Is it something
you would want to do? Why or why not?

d. What does a good caseworker do to help you get and keep housing? How has your case
worker helped you get and keep housing since leaving youth justice detention?
e.

What have your relationships with social housing and/or homelessness services staff been
like? Were they helpful or hindering for finding and keeping housing?

f.

Which agencies/services have you had experience with? What do you think of them? Which
ones are helpful or not helpful for finding and keeping housing? How come? What makes
them that way?

5. Check in with participants, any other comments and wrap up.
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Appendix 7 WORKSHOP HANDOUT
FOR PARTICIPANTS
This handout was in addition to a formal Participant Information and Consent Form for the project,
not instead of it. The handout was designed to be an informal summary of information, while the
Participant Information and Consent Form provided the necessary basis for legal consent. The
Participant Information and Consent Form is not included in this report as UNSW Human Research
Ethics approval does not carry over to other parties conducting the research and therefore the
planned form cannot be used by others.

Dear
Thank you for agreeing to take part in the Centre for Social Impact’s (CSI) Youth Justice workshop.
The workshop is part of research being undertaken by CSI on behalf of the Constellation Project. The
research is looking at the best ways to prevent someone becoming homeless after being released from youth
justice detention
In preparation for the workshop, we have put together some information (below) about the about what you
can expect on the day.
If you have any questions in the lead-up to the workshop, you can contact [insert contact details].
We really appreciate you assisting us with our research and look forward to meeting you on the day.
Kind regards,
Ariella Meltzer and Chris Hartley
Researchers, CSI

Getting there!
Where will we meet?
We will be holding the workshop at [insert some details on the location and getting to the venue].
What time do I need to get there by?
We will be starting at [insert time]. If you are a bit late or need further directions, please contact [insert
contact details].
What will happen when I get there?
When you arrive, you will be met by your case worker who will then take you into the room that the
workshop is being held in.

How the workshop will work
Who will be there?
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With you in the workshop room will be:
•
•
•
•

Two researchers from CSI (Ariella and Chris).
One/two other young people who have experienced the youth justice system.
Your case worker and the case worker(s) of the other young people at the workshop.
[Name redacted], the Lived Experience Coordinator - The Constellation Project

What questions will be asked?
From CSI’s research so far, there have been a few areas identified as being important to help young people
find and keep housing after release from youth justice detention. These include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Life and tenancy skills
Relationships
House/flat sharing
Caseworkers
Social housing and homelessness services staff
Agencies/services

We will be asking you to pick out of these areas which you think are the 2 or 3 most important for us to
discuss during the workshop. We will then ask you to tell us what works and what does not for support with
these areas, based on your experiences.
Do I have to share details of my experiences? What will happen to my information?
During the workshop, we will be asking questions about what you think could be changed or fixed to help
stop young people from becoming homeless after they have left youth justice detention.
We will be asking other people there on the day not to share any information or experiences they hear outside
of the workshop. We will also make sure to de-identify the information you give to reduce the risk
someone being able to recognise you in the final report from the research.
However, we understand that there may be parts of your experiences that you do not wish to share – and that
is ok. How much detail you share about your experiences is completely up to you. You are also very welcome
to not answer a question if it does not feel safe/appropriate for you to do so.
What is the role of the case workers?
Each young person at the workshop will have their case worker in attendance. The role of the case worker is
to help you take part in the workshop and to give support if the workshop brings up any issues or concerns
for you.
The role of the case worker is not to speak on your behalf or to provide further detail on information you
have provided (except with your specific consent!)
We will be providing instructions to each of the case workers so that they are clear on their role as well �

What happens after the workshop?
After the workshop, CSI will review all the information provided and draft a report with recommendations
on how to improve programs and policies to prevent homelessness on release from youth justice facilities.
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This report will be provided to the Constellation Project who will develop projects to advocate to hopefully
create the programs and changes we suggest.

As mentioned above, your names or any other information you share with us that could identify you will not
be in the final report.
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