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Executive summary

Introduction

Safe Moves was an eighteen month pilot project (October 2002-March 2004), developed by
the Foyer Federation and Connexions, in four local authority areas in England (Ryedale,
Suffolk Coastal, Birmingham and Wolverhampton). The initiative aimed to test a new model
of preventing homelessness for young people aged between 13-19, involving the
development and delivery of a package of services to young people, and where appropriate
their families, including:

« Life-skillstraining;

« Family/ inter-generational mediation and support;

« Peer mentoring;

« Appropriate support to move into supported or independent accommodation, where
needed.

The Centre for Housing Policy at the University of Y ork was commissioned to evaluate the
Safe Moves initiative. This report represents the final evaluation of the pilot period.

Developing the Safe Moves Initiative
National coordination

The four pilots were selected at anational level. Foyersin England were asked to express an
interest in the pilot project and support of Connexions at alocal level was aso investigated.
Two urban and two rural areas were purposefully chosen to pilot the model in different
localities.

Areas were chosen where youth homelessness was a significant concern. However, the pilot
timetable did not allow local needs analysis to be undertaken, so the areas were selected using
a combination of existing information and anecdotal evidence. It was felt that greater local
consultation might have increased local ownership of the project in some areas. Any future
projects should ensure that a needs analysis is undertaken and that projects are part of local
homel essness strategies.

A part-time National Coordinator was appointed to support the pilot projects. National
coordination was seen as very important by all the pilot projects, and this support played a
key rolein the direction of the projects. However, resources for central assistance were
limited and more input at a national level would have been welcomed. If Safe Movesis
developed in other areas, national coordination is likely to remain pivotal to establishing
effective and consistent services.

The development of local structures

A local steering group was established to oversee the development of each project, bringing
together key agencies with an interest in the prevention of youth homelessness. Some steering
groups appeared to operate more successfully than others. In particular, the establishment of a
common agenda at the local level and good inter-agency working facilitated the devel opment
of the more effective steering groups.



Whilst key players understood the overall aim of the project, to prevent youth homel essness,
the trandation of this aim into specific objectives was sometimes difficult. It was clear that
many agencies were used to operating within aframework of crisis intervention and
providing reactive services and were unused to afocus on prevention. The devel opment of
preventative services required partner agencies to develop new ways of thinking and clear
direction at anational and local level.

In three areas, the local foyer was the lead agency for Safe Moves, whilst the fourth project
was |located within alocal detached youth work agency. Following staffing problems at one
foyer, the lead partner changed after a year to aleading homelessness agency. The pilot
experience indicates that whilst alocal foyer can be the lead agency for Safe Moves, other
relevant organisations may also be appropriate lead agencies.

In two of the pilot areas, the lead agency and Connexions enjoyed very positive working
relationships. In the other two areas, athough relations between individual workers on the
ground were positive, alack of communication between the lead agencies and Connexions
was evident. Whilst these difficulties were overcome through discussion, it isimportant that
all parties at the local level recognise and understand that there may be cultural differences
between partner agencies.

Three of the pilot projects found it difficult to appoint appropriately qualified staff leading to
delaysin development. These difficulties were thought to reflect national trendsin the
shortage of housing and support staff. Problems were also experienced with retention of staff
in two areas. A challenging project of this nature may need to consider the appointment of
two staff members to support each other and to ensure continuity in service provision.
Effective line management is also crucial.

In all areas, Connexions services identified at least one local Personal Advisor (PA) to work
with the project. One project had two days of a Connexions worker dedicated to the project,
however others had to share one of only afew PAsworking in the local area. Although
dedicated Connexions PA time was important, effective working relationships were more
important than the amount of time dedicated to the project.

Three of the four projects had their main office base in the local foyer, with the fourth project
being based with the local Connexions PA in a community office. Some projects however
also had second bases available to them including youth projects. It was important that
working bases were both accessible and appropriate for the needs of young people.
Development of the pilot services

Peer mentoring

The intention of the Safe Moves service was to recruit up to 20 peer mentors. The
Coordinator was responsible for arranging the recruitment and training of the young people
who were to act as peer mentors. The two urban projects developed peer mentoring earlier
than the rural projects, as there were difficulties in identifying appropriate training courses for
the peer mentorsin rural areas.

The recruitment of potential peer mentors went smoothly in al pilot areas. It was envisaged
that peer mentors would be young people who had experienced housing related problemsin



the past but who were now living in stable housing. However, the pilots attracted interested
young people in avariety of situations, including those living in foyers, those with no
experience of homelessness, and also Safe Moves users.

The retention of peer mentors was a problem in the early stages of the pilot and it was clear
that peer mentors should not be recruited too early before referrals were available for them to
adopt as mentees. It became clear that the original aim of recruiting 20 mentors was
unrealistic and projects appeared to be working more effectively with between five and ten
mentors.

Family mediation

It was envisaged that specialist family mediation services would be identified and purchased
locally. The two urban Safe Moves projects were able to identify suitable services relatively
easily, however the two rural projects found it extremely difficult to identify family
mediation providers at alocal level. In one area, the services of an independent family
mediator/ counsellor were utilised, whilst in the second rural area Safe Moves itself
undertook early intervention work with families within the project. The availability of an
appropriate level of funding for this service proved important.

Life-skills

The Safe Moves projects were concerned with developing two different forms of life-skills
training: firstly, the delivery of day-to-day life skillsto young people as part of a supportive
role provided by Safe Moves staff and other key workers, and secondly; the development of
more formal programmes of life-skillsthat could be accredited at a national level. The
former was found to be much easier to develop than the latter, Safe Moves staff themselves
provided support with day-to-day life-skills.

A number of approaches were examined for the delivery of accredited life-skills training. The
lack of an appropriate life-skills package for those under the age of 16 was identified at the
national level. Funding was secured by the Foyer Federation from O2 in autumn 2003 to
adapt an existing school-based programme ‘ Make a Connection’, developed by the
Children’s and Y outh Partnership Foundation, for use in an informal and one-to-one setting.
‘Make a Connection’* was being piloted in a number of Connexions locations in 2004 but
was not available for use by Safe Moves during the pilot period.

Other services

The Safe Moves projects delivered arange of other services and support to young people,
including:

« Assisting young people to move into supported or independent accommodation;

« Providing practical support to some young people aswell as direct one-off financial
support at times of emergency;

« Organising regular activities for the young people, including social events;

« Inonearea, aparents support network was established.

! http://www.makeaconnection.org.uk/
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Referrals to Safe Moves

A total of 170 referrals were made to the four Safe Moves projects by the end of the pilot
period and ailmost all of these young people (152 or nearly 90 per cent) were offered and took
up the service.

Connexions accounted for just over aquarter of al referrals (28 per cent). The next most
prominent source of referrals was social services departments, followed closely by local
authority housing departments. The other main sources of referral were local foyers and
services with a broad educational welfare remit, sometimes located in local colleges.

The vast mgjority of the referrals were within the target age range of 13-19. Two-thirds of
accepted referrals were aged between 16 and 17 years old. The next largest group were young
people aged 13-15 (one-fifth of accepted referrals). Asthe pilot programme progressed, the
typical age of young people referred to the projectsfell.

The projects worked with more young women (62 per cent) than young men (37 per cent).
Almost seven in ten young people (67 per cent) were from a White/ European ethnic origin,
with one third describing themselves as from a Black or Minority Ethnic (BME) group.

As apreventative service, Safe Moves attempted to work with young people before they
became homel ess wherever possible. This however was not always easy to achieve, with
quite a number of young people aready being homeless or in housing difficulty at the point
of referral. However, the proportion of young people who were still living at home but
assessed as being at risk of homelessness increased towards the end of the monitoring period.
Just under half (45 per cent) of the young people were living with a parent or parents at the
time of referral. Other young people were living in arange of housing situations, including
with friends and relatives, in foyers or supported accommodation.

Forty per cent of young people reported having experienced homelessness and over half (56
per cent) had run away from the parental/ guardian home. Over three-quarters (77 per cent) of
the young people who reported having been homeless a so reported having run away.

A majority of the young people were in full time education or training at the point of their
referral (58 per cent) and 11 per cent were engaged in voluntary work or employed. Almost a
third of the young people with whom Safe Moves worked were in aNEET situation (Not in
Education, Employment or Training).

Nearly a quarter (24 per cent) of the young people had committed a criminal offence/ beenin
trouble with the police although only 11 (7 per cent) had been convicted of an offence, and
only three reported having been remanded in custody or imprisoned. Only one young person
working with Safe Moves was subject to an anti-social behaviour order (ASBO). Over a
quarter (27 per cent) of the young people had experienced bullying at some point in the past,
whilst 13 per cent reported having been avictim of crime.

Y oung people accepted onto Safe Moves were being supported by arange of different

agencies, including Connexions, socia services, housing services, youth justice/ probation
workers, educational welfare officers and foyer workers.
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In the early days of the pilot, agencies found it difficult to identify young people who were * at
risk’ of homelessness. It was necessary for the Safe Moves pilot staff, after educating
themselves, to educate other agencies and referrers asto the potential of working in a
preventative way.

Appropriate assessment procedures were still being developed at alocal level — these needed
to be comprehensive and accessible to all parties and take account of the wide target age
group for Safe Moves.

Most young people described the referral process as being relatively informal, and did not
find the process either difficult or complicated. Some of the young people were alittle
apprehensive about meeting with Safe Moves but said that they felt reassured following the
appointment with the worker.

Delivery of the Safe Moves service
Support provided

All Safe Moves projects provided three core services. peer mentoring, family mediation and
life-skillstraining. However, as these services took some time to develop, most of the
projects had adapted to offer awider range of services that could be provided immediately.

Nearly three in ten young people received family mediation/early intervention services, and
life-skillstraining, respectively. Oneis seven young people were involved in peer mentoring.
Over haf of young people received practical support at some point during their time with
Safe Moves, just over a quarter received housing related support and 17 per cent received
assistance with employment or education. The precise pattern of support varied across the
four pilot projects.

The intended role of the Safe Moves Coordinator was to organise the delivery of the core
services and coordinate this provision working with other agencies. The original model for
Safe Moves had drawn on the * Safe in the City’ project within London, which had focused on
workers acting as service brokers for young people at risk of homelessness. During the pilot
period, however, some of the Coordinators occupied a much more *hands-on’ role, directly
supporting young people as well as referring them onto other services. This adaptation of the
model wasin large part linked to low levels of existing service provision, agood example
being family mediation, in some of the Safe Moves pilot areas.

The projects offered a generalist support service for young people, willing to help them with
most aspects of their lives. Y oung people described a service offering support that included:
help with finding accommodation; advice on education, training and employment; help with
paying bills, budgeting, managing debts; arranging or providing transport to interviews and to
work; practical support; peer mentoring training and residential courses; counselling; social
activities; and providing someone who would listen to them.

Only a small number of peer mentors had been matched with a mentee at the end of the pilot
period. Staff and the peer mentors interviewed suggested that peer mentoring was proving to
be a positive experience for young people, however as only very few interviewees had
experience of being mentored it was not possible to confirm this from the service user
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perspective. The need for careful matching of mentor and mentee, and a high degree of
support and supervision for mentors, was acknowledged by all Safe Moves projects.

A number of young people had been involved in training to become a peer mentor but had
not yet been designated any mentees. However, the peer mentors said that they had enjoyed
the training and felt it had provided them with arange of skills and benefits, although not
many had the opportunity to practice their mentoring skills. At this stage, agencies and staff
felt that the most positive outcome of peer mentoring had been the impact of the training
process on peer mentors.

The take-up of family mediation was greatest in the two areas where specialist providers were
working very closely with the Safe Moves project. It appeared particularly important that
family mediation services adopted a flexible approach to working with young people and
their families. For example, in one area, a bespoke counselling service had been developed in
response to young peopl€’'s needs.

Some young people did not feel that a family mediation service was appropriate to their
circumstances (for example, where a young person had already made the decision to move
out of the family home). However, other young people explained how much they valued
family mediation and how it had been very helpful in improving their relationships with
parents.

The delivery of life-skills to young people was an integral part of the role of the support
offered by both Safe Moves workers, other key workers and peer mentors. Pilot projects
placed a high emphasis on helping young people develop practical and also social life-skills.
An essential element of providing support was also seen as offering emotional literacy in
terms of developing young people’ s self esteem and ability to take control of their life.

An important role of Safe Moves projects involved assisting young people to access
appropriate accommodation. A number of young people also explained that Safe Moves had
supported them quite considerably in terms of accessing education, training or employment.
Y oung people particularly appreciated practical support.

Adequacy of support

Some of the young people using Safe Moves had quite high levels of need, and required
intensive support, whilst others appeared to require assistance at key crisis points but were
relatively independent. In the majority of cases, the young people interviewed explained that
Safe Moves had helped them with everything that they felt they needed. However, in acouple
of cases, young people did not feel that the service had been flexible enough to respond to
their needs.

Approach to delivering support

The Safe Moves projects delivered support to young people in a number of different settings.
Aswell asregular bases like the foyer or youth centre, most pilots met with young peoplein
other community settings, including cafés, and occasionally the young person’s home. A
flexible and proactive approach to meeting with young people appeared to be most
successful.



The use of different means of communication to keep in touch with young people was a'so
important, with mobile telephone contact and text messaging proving particularly effective.
Contact by letter was aless successful method of communication with young people
sometimes ignoring or forgetting potential appointments. It was also important that Safe
Moves workers were proactive in initiating and sustaining contact levels with young people.

Y oung people found the Safe Moves workers friendly and approachable. A number of young
people stated that they preferred Safe Moves to other services that they had contact with as
they felt that staff listened to them to a greater extent and treated them as an equal rather than
asachild.

Inter-agency working

Effective links between Safe Moves and other agencies were crucial in order to deliver a
holistic service to young people. Connexions and Safe Moves workers needed to be clear
about their respective rolesin the project. In most areas, good relationships had been
established with other agencies such as schools and local housing providers, although most
projects found it hard to engage socia services and this was an enduring concern given the
age group of the young people.

Outcomes and costs

The project worked with 152 young people over the pilot period and eighty of these young
people were still receiving the Safe Moves service on the 31% March 2004.

Just over one quarter of leavers left as the service had come to a planned end. Sometimes the
Safe Moves project could not continue working with the young person (for example they
moved area or needed specialist support) whilst athird of young people lost contact with the
project.

In two fifths of cases, Safe Moves was helping to maintain, or had helped maintain, a young
person in the parental home. A small number of young people had also returned to the
parental home or had been helped to move to a more secure setting.

Most of the young people interviewed felt that their lives had improved since becoming
involved with Safe Moves, including hel ping them remain at home, improving relationships
with parents and help with moving into other accommodation. Repeat interviews with a
small number of young people also suggested that some young people felt they had more
control over their life. Safe Moves however could not transform everyone' slives - in some
cases, the project was supporting young people through continuing difficult situations.

Key agencies aso felt that Safe Moves had provided a positive impact on many young
peoples' lives. In addition, they felt Safe Moves offered a complimentary and needed service
in their area as well as providing a catalyst to bring agencies together at alocal level.

The Safe Moves pilot project cost £300,000, with funders including Connexions, the Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister, the Department for Education and Skills, the Home Office and
the Freemasons Grand Charity. Each pilot cost between £35-47,000, excluding in-kind costs
provided by agencies.



An average total cost per client (unit cost) was calculated at between £500 to £1,400 across
the four projects, with an overall average of approximately £1,000 (excluding in-kind costs).
This compares to the average cost of £400 aweek for a hostel bed, £650 for processing a
local authority homelessness application and £2,800 for afailed tenancy. An effective Safe
Moves project, helping young people to remain in the parental home, can be considered good
value for money.

Conclusion

The Safe Moves model proved a complex one to establish, with structures taking longer to be
put into place than anticipated. Further, the projects operated within very different local
contexts with varying patterns of provision. The pilot projects had therefore devel oped
creatively to offer awider range of servicesthan originally envisaged in the Safe Moves
model.

One of the key lessons learnt from the pilot period was the need for better resourced, and
longer lead-in times, for the development of services at alocal level. The local context
heavily influenced the speed at which services could be developed. Thiswas particularly the
caseinrural areas where existing family mediation services and structures to support the
development of peer mentoring were inadequate.

Whilst there were some early difficulties with the referral process, by the end of the pilot
period the four projects were well established in the local area and were delivering a valued
service to young people with arange of housing needs.

The key success of Safe Moves was in helping young people at risk of homelessness remain
safely in the parental home. However, most young people and key agencies reported that Safe
Moves also had a positive impact on young peopl€’ s confidence, self-esteem, emotional well-
being and motivation.
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1 Introduction

Safe Moves was set up in October 2002 by the Foyer Federation and Connexions service as
an eighteen-month pilot initiative designed to test a new model of preventing homelessness
for young people aged between 13-19. Four pilot projects were established, in Ryedale,
Suffolk Coastal, Birmingham and Wolverhampton, that delivered a package of support
services, including peer mentoring, family mediation and life-skills, to young people at risk
of homelessness. Due to the innovative nature of the pilot initiative, the Foyer Federation
commissioned an independent eval uation, which was undertaken by the Centre for Housing
Policy, University of York.

Thisfirst chapter introduces the background to the project, the initiative's aims and details
the evaluation methods.

Background to the Safe Moves model

The Safe Moves initiative has been established within a context of an increasing
understanding of youth homelessness, and growing emphasis on homel essness preventative
services throughout the UK.

As youth homelessness has increased, so too has understanding of the experiences of young
homel ess people and the dangers and problems they face (Jones, 1999; Jones, 2002; Raws,
2001). Young homeless people are likely to be unemployed, to lack socia supports and to
sleep rough, exposing themselves to danger, hunger and ill health, alcohol, drugs and to
physical and sexual abuse (Palmer, 2001; Raws, 2001). Evidence also suggests that running
away and youth homel essness are often associated with a pattern of repeated homel essness
throughout later life (Jones, 1999; Anderson and Tulloch, 2000; Motion, 2000).

Thereisalarge amount of research evidence on the causes and consequences of

homel essness among young people, and on pathways into youth homelessness. Structural
factors such as the contraction of the youth labour market or a shortage of appropriate and
affordable housing in some areas are important, but the causes of youth homelessness are
more complex. A number of individual risk factors, which make some young people more
vulnerable to homel essness, have been identified. These include: having been in local
authority care, family disruption, household friction, neglect, abuse, and sibling conflict
(Bruegel and Smith, 1999; Jones and Higate, 2000).

Research has aso identified a number of ‘triggers’ or specific events that result in

homel essness, these include: leaving care or institutions, relationship breakdown and being
asked or forced to leave the parental home (Stein and Rees, 2002; Tate and Y anetta, 2001,
Fitzpatrick, 2000; Nistala and Dane, 2000). Risk behaviours that can precipitate leaving the
family home include, drug misuse, youth crime, pregnancy, truancy and school exclusion
(Bruegel and Smith, 1999). The lack of support, advice and information available to young
people has also been cited as factors contributing to their vulnerability to homel essness
(Bannister et al, 1993).

Y oung people may choose, or be forced, to leave home. Whatever the reasons, those young
people who leave home in a hurried or unplanned fashion and without the support of family
or agencies, are more likely to experience difficulties in finding appropriate accommodation



and in maintaining independent tenancies, while younger teenagers may be taken into care
(Jones and Higate, 2000; Jones, 1995). Most young people want self-contained, unfurnished
flats and do not want to live in shared accommodation or bed sits. However, many are forced
to rely on insecure forms of accommodation, sharing with friends and relatives or living in
the lower end of the private sector, which leaves them at increased risk of homelessness
(Hutson, 1999; Jones, 1999; Jones and Higate, 2000).

It is also important to note that not al young people who experience these risk factors will
become homeless. The RSU (2001) has identified a number of ‘ protecting factors' that are
thought to prevent homel essness even where risk factors are present. These protecting
factorsinclude: strong social networks of family and friends, employment, training or
education and being in receipt of help and support from statutory or voluntary agencies.

Services can help strengthen these 'protecting' factors, through promoting self-esteem, inter-
personal skills, understanding of options and entitlements, and a sense of control over life and
basic skills, among those young people who have been homeless or who might become
homeless (Nistala and Dane, 2000). The reinforcement of these 'protecting factors defines
the central role of preventative services.

Within England, homel essness strategies that must be produced by each housing authority
under the terms of the Homelessness Act (2002) are expected to include both preventative
services and a specific consideration of the needs of young people. All Supporting People
services for homeless people are also expected to have a dual preventative role, stopping
homel essness from reoccurring when it has already occurred once and, wherever possible,
preventing its occurrence in the first instance.

Y outh homel essness prevention services however are arelatively recent innovation in the UK
and only asmall literature exists on their effectiveness. Evaluations of the Safe in the City 2
initiative suggest that the projects offered a safe and encouraging environment in which
young people could develop the skills and self-confidence required to make the transition to
independent adult life (Nistala and Dane, 2000; Safe in the City, 2002; Dickens and
Woodfield, 2004). The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) review (2003) of youth
prevention projects demonstrates that a variety of interventions have been embraced, such as
individual and family support services, life skills, peer mentoring and accommodation
support services. The review (ODPM, 2003) also found that that flexible services were
particularly effective but that preventative work could start earlier with young people. Earlier
research had highlighted the potential of mediation services in combating homel essness, but
also how partnerships with homel essness agencies were under-devel oped (Lemos and Crane,
2001). A number of recent evaluations of adult mentoring initiatives for disaffected young
people have also charted the potentia benefits of such schemes for positively impacting on
some, if not al, areas of people’slives (Shiner et al, 2004; Philip et al, 2004).

2 Safein the City, an independent charity and action research organisation, was set up in 1998 by Centrepoint
and the Peabody Trust to pilot and evaluate new ways of preventing youth homelessness. Eight cluster projects
were established in London to work with young people and their families delivering family support, skills and
employability and personal development services. The organisation closed in 2004 but the experience of the
initiative is recorded on: http://www.safeinthecity.org.uk/.




The Safe Moves model

The Safe Moves initiative sought to build on the existing evidence and experience of
preventative services to test the effectiveness of a new approach to the prevention of
homelessness. The ultimate aim of Safe Moves was to establish an effective national service
model that could assist in the prevention of youth homel essness.

The Foyer Federation and Connexions were the lead partnersin the development of four local
pilots (Birmingham, Ryedale, Suffolk and Wolverhampton) within a framework of inter-
agency working involving awide range of partners within the statutory and voluntary sector.

The Safe Moves pilots were designed to deliver a package of servicesto young peoplein the
local areas. Drawing on the experience of Safe in the City, the pilots aimed to develop
diagnostic tools to enable the identification and assessment of young people at risk of
homelessness. The Safe Moves model involved the delivery of the following servicesto
young people, and where appropriate their families:

« Life-skillstraining;

« Family/ inter-generational mediation and support;

« Peer mentoring;

« Appropriate support to move into supported or independent accommodation, where
needed.

It was anticipated that each local project would support approximately 40-45 young people
over the course of the pilot project. Local inter-agency steering groups were established, as
well as anational steering group, to oversee the development of the initiative. Although the
aim of the project was to develop a programme of broadly similar interventions, it was
acknowledged that the quality of existing services for young people in each area might have a
substantial impact on the detailed delivery process of the Safe Moves pilots at alocal level.

The funding for the pilot initiative was secured from a variety of charitable and national
statutory sector sources including the Freemasons Grand Charity, Connexions, the ODPM,
Department for Education and Skills (DfES) and the Y outh Justice Board/ National Probation
Service. Thetotal funding available for the 18 month project was just under £300,000 with
between £40-50,000 available to each pilot at alocal level.

Evaluating Safe Moves

The independent evaluation was conducted by the University of York over a 21 month period
to June 2004. The overall aim of the evaluation was to assess the extent to which the Safe
Moves pilot project met its aims and objectives. In more detail, the evaluation attempted to:

. consider the nature of the service offered by the pilot projects;

» assessthe quantifiable outcomes for the young people involved;

. gather information on the experience of the pilot project from the perspective of
young people, families and referral agencies; and,

« draw good practice lessons from the pilot and consider its cost-effectiveness.



A multi-method approach to the evaluation was taken, including the following aspects:

. Thecollection of monitoring information on the young people referred to Safe Moves,
the activities they undertook, and the outcomes of the service interventions.
CareerVision working with the University of Y ork developed a project specific web-
based database. Safe Moves project staff completed the records on-line. The
evaluation team analysed the full database at the end of the pilot project using SPSS;

+ Interviews with the Safe Moves coordinators at alocal level, and the National
Coordinator, at the beginning and end of the initiative;

. Interviews with eight representatives from the leading agencies devel oping the project
in the first six months of the project, and the local Steering Groups at the end of the
pilot period;

. Thirty five detailed qualitative interviews were conducted with young people using
the project in two rounds of interviews: 12 interviews in 2003 and 23 in 2004. Nine of
the 12 young people interviewed in 2003 were re-interviewed in 2004 to provide a
longitudinal perspective on the progress of the project?;

. Inaddition, interviews were conducted with six peer mentors, and two parents.

. Datawas also collected through attendance at key national and local meetings.

. A separate cost exercise was carried out by a cost expert*, both examining project
costs across projects and cost-effectiveness issues.

The evaluation began at the same time as the pilot period in order that the whole pilot period,
including the setting up phase, could be recorded. Thisis unlike many evaluations where
research begins after a‘ settling-in’ period of a new service. It was therefore possible for the
evaluation to consider the challenges involved in setting up a project from day one.

It should be noted that the pilot period was arelatively short one at eighteen months — after a
setting up period, most of the pilot projects were only fully operational for alittle over 12
months. All projects were ongoing in the summer of 2004, and development and
consolidation continued despite the end of the formal pilot period.

The report structure

The report is presented in six chapters. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the development of
the pilot projects, examining how services were established. Chapter 3 examines the referrals
to Safe Moves, presenting a profile of the young people utilising the pilot projects and
assessing the referral procedures. Chapter 4 considers the day to day delivery of the service,
presenting the views of both key staff and young people. Chapter 5 focuses on the overall
outcomes and costs of the pilot initiative. Chapter 6 presents the conclusions of the
evaluation.

3 The Univers ty of York will track the progress of the young people interviewed for a further 18 months after
the end of the pilot.

* Diana Sanderson, formerly of Y ork Health Economics Consortium, University of Y ork, now Mill Mount
Consulting Services.



2  Development of the Safe Moves Initiative

This chapter describes the key aspects of the development of the Safe Moves Initiative. The
core elements needed to set up a service of this nature are examined, with reflections from
key agencies on the successes and difficulties involved in establishing these structures. The
chapter begins by describing the national coordination of the project before moving onto
consider local developments, including partner agencies, staffing and logistics. The key
service interventions are outlined, as well asthe role of the Project Coordinator.

National coordination

National level coordination was important on a number of levelsto the development of the
initiative. Whilst the Safe Moves pilot initiative was developed jointly by the Foyer
Federation and Connexions Service Nationa Unit, early on a national steering group was also
established to facilitate the development process and oversee the life of theinitiative.
Representatives on the national steering group included the then Children and Y oung

People’ s Unit (CY PU), Department for Education and Skills (DfES), Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister (ODPM), Safe in the City (in the early development phase), Government
Office Connexions Managers, as well as the Foyer Federation. This national body provided
ongoing advice from Government policy and research expertsin the area of young people and
homel essness.

The four pilot areas were selected at anational level. Foyersin England were asked to
express an interest in the pilot project and support of Connexions at alocal level was also
investigated. Two urban (Birmingham and Wolverhampton) and two rural areas (Ryedale
and Suffolk Coastal) were purposefully chosen to pilot the model in different types of local
authority areas where youth homel essness was a significant concern.

Key agencies however observed that the pilot timetable had not allowed local needs analysis
to be undertaken. Whilst this did not necessarily lead to problems, one area did experience
particular difficultiesin gaining inter-agency support for the project and the lack of prior
research and consultation was believed to be one of the reasons for this. It is clear that any
future devel opments should be proposed within an authority wide needs analysis as part of
the local homel essness strategy. This would not only establish a need for the service but also
engender feelings of ownership among local agencies for such a scheme. As one
representative stated:

Critically it felt like it was being imposed, rather than it had grown up out of an
organically identified need... it was top down rather than bottom up. And at
times it felt like we were all around the table because people somewhere else had
decided that that was the right thing, rather than this being a fantastic
opportunity to try something new because ‘gosh, we needed it’.

(Agency representative)

A Nationa Coordinator was appointed to support the pilot projects. Employed by the Foyer
Federation, the National Coordinator had one day per week (which increased to two daysin
2003) for the duration of the pilot initiative. Thisrole included coordinating activities of the
pilots, ensuring that they benefited from existing knowledge by organising training and skills



sharing meetings, as well as generally providing support and encouragement to the pilots, and
information to the national steering committee.

The support provided by the Coordinator played a key role in the direction of the projects.
However, national coordination resources were limited and a number of staff commented that
they would have welcomed greater input at anational level. Project staff particularly valued
opportunities to meet each other and discuss developments. Project staff did feel under
pressure to be seen to be ‘doing well’, and would have welcomed more time to discuss
developments and problems, without a feeling that they were competing against each other. A
couple of agency representatives felt that too much attention generally had been placed on the
branding of theinitiative at anational level and felt that projects should have been given
room to develop within their local contexts, and possibly under different names and
organisations. Nonetheless, if Safe Movesis developed in other areas, an appropriate level of
national coordination is likely to remain pivotal to establishing effective and consistent
services.

Establishing local partners

At alocal level, it was anticipated that one agency, usually the local foyer, would take the
lead in developing the initiative (in terms of employing staff and so on), working with the
local Connexions service as the key partner agency.

Thelocal foyers, which originally had expressed an interest in the project, became the lead
agency in three of the four areas (See Table 2.1). In Ryedale, the local foyer wasnot in a
position to take this lead due to staff illness; here alocal detached youth work project offered
ahome to the project. Further in Birmingham, the lead partner changed from alocal foyer to
the leading youth homelessness agency, St Basil’s, after one year, following staffing
problems at the local foyer. St Basil’swas already delivering a homeless prevention
initiative working in schools and youth work settings and therefore appeared to be a natural
partner. The pilot experience indicated that whilst alocal foyer could be the lead agency for a
Safe Moves project, this was not an essential element of the project and other relevant key
agencies at alocal level might also be appropriate lead agencies.

As the partner agency, Connexions services in each area allocated at |east one Connexions
PA to the project. In Birmingham and Wolverhampton, one or two days per week of a
specific worker’ stime were alocated to Safe Moves (Table 2.1). Thiswas not possible in the
rural projects as there were so few PA workersin the local authority, however one worker
was linked to Safe Moves to provide referrals and general support and assistance to the
project. The ability of Connexionsto allocate workers to Safe Moves al so reflected the fact
that local Connexions services were at different stages of development and working
according to different models, around the UK.

The working relationships between the lead agency and the Connexions service proved much
easier to establish in the two rural areas. Excellent day-to-day communication was
established between the Safe Moves workers and the identified Connexions PA, and
respective roles were clear and transparent. Positive working relationships were also
established between individual workers on the ground in Birmingham and Wolverhampton,
however overall the two organisations found it difficult to identify and agree their respective
input into the projects. To some extent, this reflected the different working cultures of the



two agencies. This did not mean that the two organisations could not work to deliver the
project together, rather that this was a much more complex exercise.

... there is a cultural difference, there’s a cultural gap between any large
statutory agency like Connexions and a voluntary sector organisation like a
foyer...Connexions are going to be more process orientated, more systems
orientated, and more formal in terms of how everything is done... And although a
foyer to be accredited has to have systems in place, and they have to be quality
assured, it’s more used to working in a flexible way....

(Agency representative)
Table 2.1:
Key structures at a local level
Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk
March 2003
Start date October 2002 January 2003 (Coordinator from | May 2003
May 19" 2003)
Trident HA for first
Leading agenc year, then St Wolverhampton sgﬁghal\/?/cl)jrﬁta(:hed HFIIE;\ Fgl Jovers
g agency Basil's from YMCA Proiect I(ﬁou%in F))
October 2003 ) 9
Safe Moves Safe Moves
Safe Moves Coordinator; Coordinator;
Coordinator: Connexions PA second youth Safe Moves
Staffing N (1.5 day per wk); worker (25 hrs); Coordinator; link
Connexions PA (2 local h famil K ith local
days) ocal yout amily worker (12 with local PA
agency staff (0.5 hrs); link with a
day a week) local PA
Ravenhurst
Cottages Foyer; )
Office base St Basil's offices Badger Court School-based Felixstowe foyer

from October
2003

Foyer

Connexions office

Working base

Foyer; then St
Basil's and local
community
venues (e.g.

cafés)

Local community
venues; then
foyer.

Connexions office;
Ryedale YMCA
Foyer; office in
Pickering;
community
venues

Local youth club;
foyer; community
venues

A local steering group was also established in each area, bringing together key agencies with
responsibility and interest in the prevention of youth homelessness. The steering groups were
involved in establishing alocal action plan, and responsible for the shape of the project
including identifying staffing requirements, local premises and inter-agency links in terms of
generating referrals and so on.

The steering groups that worked most effectively in the support of Safe Moves had agreed a
common agenda for the project. A clear vision of therole of the project at alocal level was
crucial, in particular how the project fitted in with existing local homelessness and young
peopl€e’ s services. Good inter-agency working in the steering group was achieved more easily
in the rural areas due to the limited number of other key agencies working in the area. In the
urban areas, it was more difficult to identify the most appropriate personnel to support the
project and there was a problem of representatives changing over time.



| do feel that the steering group is very much involved in a good example of good
practice, of mutual and shared involvement and everyone taking a task and
working it, and that’s good, makes a refreshing change...it’s quite clear that all
the parties on that group are committed to providing a better way forward for
young people... one of the issues for me is always about there has to be a
common agenda...which there is.

(Agency representative)

Staffing structures

It was envisaged that each pilot Safe Moves project would employ one full-time Coordinator
to coordinate the delivery of the programme of services. Birmingham was the first project to
appoint a Coordinator who started in post in October 2002 (see Table 2.1). Wolverhampton
followed with the employment of a Coordinator in January 2003. The Coordinators for
Suffolk and North Y orkshire both started work in May 2003 (with the Ryedal e project
undertaking some preliminary work with an interim worker from mid-March 2003).

Three of the areas found it difficult to appoint appropriately qualified staff. One area had to
advertise the post twice before a suitable candidate came forward and in all areas only afew
people applied for the post. The project that was able to appoint early seconded a worker
from within the organisation. As one agency representative explained, the difficulties with
recruitment probably reflected national trends:

I think its par for the course, its not an exceptional thing for us, Safe Moves, there
is, and everyone knows this, there is a staffing problem within care, there’s a
staffing problem within housing, there is a staffing problem within basic skills,
and if you cover all those three then its not surprising its been difficult to recruit,
not difficult but its taken a while to recruit, in Safe Moves.

(Agency representative)

Problems were al so experienced with retention of staff in two areas. In one area, the
Coordinator was on sick leave for three months and left the post on their return. In another
area, the Coordinator moved on after ayear of the pilot to aternative employment. This
inevitably led to delaysin the progress of these two projects. In both these areas, afull-time
post was then replaced by, in effect, a part-time worker, further limiting the resources of the
project. In Birmingham, this was less of a problem as the worker was full-time working on
both Safe Moves and a second youth prevention project, STAMP (Schools Training and
Mentoring Project). All staff however spoke about the need for more than one worker to
deliver the Safe Moves service, to enable sharing of practice and mutual support, the
avoidance of the project being reliant on *one personality’ and rather to be process driven, as
well asto provide staff cover during absences. This had been incorporated into future
business plans for the service.

| think the other thing to notice that is really important for the quality of the
service that it is not a one person operation because | was actually quite ill a
couple of weeks ago and | had some time off sick...but that means that | was out
of commission so there is no-one. | mean, what happens if | break my leg? There
needs to be more flexibility....

(Safe Moves worker)



I think that each pilot should be really thinking about its system, it should be a
really strong system ....I don’t think it should rely on a person, people can bring
their own flair and attributes to a post but I think there has to be some continuity,
some cohesion...

(Agency representative)

Asidentified above, two areas did have access to additional staffing through Connexions PA
workers allocated to work alongside the Coordinator, however this was not seen as replacing
the need for a second Safe Moves assistant. The Ryedale project employed a part-time (25
hours aweek) worker to assist the Coordinator in her work, and from December 2003 a third
part-time worker (12 hours work) to undertake some family support work (this was due to
difficulties accessing family mediation services, see below). In Wolverhampton, ayouth
work agency was also scheduled to provide aworker for one day aweek for the project
however this proved difficult to arrange and was not available for most of the pilot period.

Effective line management for the Safe Moves Coordinator was particularly important due to
the complexity of the project and the lack of other team members. This was not always
possible, partly because funding was not explicitly available for supervision of the project.
Thiswas again identified as an important component for the future.

Establishing and working from a base

Three of the four projects had their main office base in the local foyer, with the fourth project
being based with the local Connexions PA in a school-based education services office (Table
2.1). However, projects did not tend to work from these offices exclusively on a day-to-day
basis. In Suffolk, the project had a second base in alocal youth project; in Ryedale, the local
foyer acted as a second base; and in all areas at some point in the pilot, staff worked within
the community, meeting young people in normal meeting places such as cafés.

Working in avariety of settings proved important to the success of the project for a number
of reasons. In two cases, the foyers were based outside of the city centre making them less
easily accessible for many young people; here it was important to meet young people in
easier to reach venues. In addition, afew agency representatives felt that a foyer was not the
most appropriate place to meet young people who were at risk of homelessness but had
limited experience of foyer and hostel provision.

...it is @ much needed service in this area but | think it needs to be away from here [the
foyer], I think it needs to be more central so that people can walk in off the street, its
very isolated here... like the Connexions centres, so you can walk in with all the issues
of homelessness and be supported.

(Agency representative)

| think locating it in reactive services was the flaw... I think they are as much in
danger of drawing young people into some sense of glamour about
homelessness...let’s say you are fifteen, coming up to your sixteenth birthday,
you’ve never been in a homelessness facility at all, you’ve got all sorts of
preconceptions about them, then you slip into the Safe Moves project... and
suddenly you are going to foyers, you are meeting with people who are living in
them, you’re seeing that it may be much more preferable than living at home with



mum and dad. Actually I think there is a point at which that it could have quite
the opposite impact, it certainly desensitises young people to it.
(Agency representative)

Developing the pilot services

One of the chief roles of the Coordinator was to develop and broker a number of key services
for young people. The first task of the Coordinator, working with the local advisory group,
was therefore to identify and/or develop the core Safe Moves services - peer mentoring,
family mediation, life-skills (and housing support). The establishment of these services was
an important part of the pilot project experience and is reported here; the delivery of services
is considered in chapter four.

Peer mentoring

The intention of the Safe Moves brief was that the Coordinator would recruit up to 20 peer
mentors, access or deliver peer mentoring training and then support young peoplein
delivering the peer mentoring.

In the two urban pilots, peer mentoring was the first arm of the service to be developed, in
large part because Safe Moves was able to access peer mentoring training from other local
agencies (including NACRO in Wolverhampton; and the Mentor Access Point and later St
Basil’s STAMP project in Birmingham). In contrast, peer mentoring was difficult, and took
time, to establish in the rural areas as specialist peer mentor providers had to be accessed
outside of the local authority area (from a Norfolk school based service for the Suffolk
service; and from UK Y outh in North Y orkshire). Here, peer mentors were not trained until
the second half of the pilot.

Y oung people who were interested in becoming peer mentors were identified in all areas
relatively easily. In three areas, the primary route for recruiting peer mentors was via the
local foyer where both present and former residents were recruited. In one area, a number of
peer mentors were recruited via other youth work projectsin the area. In the second half of
the pilot, St Basil’ s aso played an important role in recruiting peer mentorsviaits STAMP
project that trained young people to be peer educators (that is, to talk to groups of young
people rather than undertake one-to-one work). A peer educator approach was also adopted
latterly in North Y orkshire, where sixth formers in one school were recruited to work with
groups of younger children. Overall, the projects adopted a flexible approach to the
recruitment of peer mentors: potential peer mentors could not be in crisis themselves, but
those who had experience of housing difficulties were encouraged to apply, although other
young people without direct experience of homelessness were also trained on occasions.

The process of matching peer mentors to peer mentees was experienced as a difficult process
by the Safe Moves projects. Overall, all Coordinators felt it was important to deliver peer
mentoring well, and thisinvolved not only appropriate training but also sensitive matching
and close supervision of this relationship. None of the original Coordinators were trained in
this area and were therefore cautious about introducing young people to each other before
adequate systems were in place. Agency representatives agreed that poor peer mentoring
could be damaging to both parties and had to be approached professionally.
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It has been very slow, the mentoring, I think because of the workload and the
level of actual face to face work that I’ve been doing | don’t think 1’ve necessarily
pushed the peer mentoring aspect of the project because in its initial stages that
was even more work because they need such a high level of support to begin with
and | never thought it appropriate to just dump some mentors with some mentees
and say ‘get on with it’.

(Safe moves worker)

It became clear that the original aim of recruiting 20 mentors was unrealistic. Rather, most
projects succeeded in training between five and ten mentors, and the end of the pilot had
matched a number of these peer mentors, but not al, to peer mentees. The key success of peer
mentoring during the pilot phase was felt by al partiesto be the training of young people to
become peer mentors.

Family mediation

The Safe Moves Coordinator was responsible for identifying appropriate family mediation
servicesin the local areathat would accept referrals from, and work alongside, the Safe
Moves service.

Similarly to the experience of peer mentoring, the urban areas were in a better position to
identify the services of well-established mediation services. In Birmingham, a specialist
provider (St Basils) was offering family mediation services to young homeless people and
was therefore a natural partner for Safe Moves. In the second urban area, an experienced
mediation service (Wolverhampton Mediation Service) was willing to take referrals from the
Safe Moves project. The former service was particularly suited to the needs of Safe Moves as
St Basils were aready offering co-mediation services to young homeless people aged 16 or
over living in their hostels; it was therefore a natural and welcome extension to the service to
offer mediation services to young people aged 13-15, aswell as to young people still living in
the family home. In both these areas, the project paid the services of the family mediator from
the project budget.

The two rural areas however both found it extremely difficult to identify family mediation
providers at alocal level. In one area, there had been an expectation that social care agencies
would have been able to offer a service but this did not prove possible. Here, the project
eventually employed the services of an independent family mediator and counsellor (from
July 2003), contracting them to provide at first four hours per week, then eight and finally 12
hours per week. In the second rural area, Safe Moves was unable to secure access to an
appropriate family mediation service, and eventually recruited afamily worker onto the Safe
Moves team to undertake work with young people and their families, however this person
was not recruited until the end of 2003.

All projects also offered ‘early intervention’ support to young people who were having
difficulty getting on with their families. Here, formal family mediation services were not
employed but the Safe Moves workers discussed the immediate situation with young people,
and also sometimes with their parents (with the young person’s consent).

Life-skills

The lack of an agreed definition and understanding of ‘life-skillstraining’ has been
demonstrated in previous research (Jones et al, 2001). The Safe Moves project was
concerned to develop two related but qualitatively different types of training: firstly, the
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delivery of formal programmes of life-skills that could be accredited at a national level; and
secondly, the delivery of day-to-day life skills to young people.

A number of approaches were examined for the delivery of accredited life-skillstraining,
including the internet based House M ate package developed by Shelter, however most
projects did not tend to adopt these as an integral part of the Safe Moves programme as they
were not adequately tailored to the needs of the young people. In particular, the lack of an
appropriate life-skills package for those under the age of 16 was identified at the national
level. Funding was secured from O2 in autumn 2003 to adapt an existing school-based
programme ‘Make a Connection’, developed by the Children’s and Y outh Partnership
Foundation, for usein an informal and one-to-one setting. ‘ Make a Connection’ was being
piloted in a number of Connexions locationsin 2004 but was not available for use by Safe
Moves during the pilot period.

Day-to-day life skills, however, was provided to young people in al projects through a
number of sources. Most of the local foyers were aready delivering life-skills, broadly
defined, for those aged 16 or over (with the possible exception of one foyer with staff
shortages), and here the Coordinator liased with the foyer workers as to the needs of young
people. However, more generaly, the Coordinator and associated Safe Moves staff also
provided support with life-skills to young people. Thisincluded support with filling out
forms, managing rel ationships and assistance with independent living. This form of support
again was mainly delivered to those young people who had moved out of the family home
and therefore usually those aged 16 or over.

In addition, peer mentors where engaged with young people, also provided support with life-
skills broadly defined — both in terms of developing social skills aswell as help with
accessing services, and planning and coping with life in general. Finally, conceptually it
could be argued that family mediation also incorporated life-skills as part of their work. Here,
managing rel ationships were obviously the focus of attention, but some mediators
(particularly the Suffolk based counsellor) also purposively included activities such as going
out to lunch to increase both life-skills and self-confidence.

Appropriate support to move into supported or independent accommodation

Part of the role of the Coordinator, as well as the peer mentors, was to assist young people to
move into supported or independent accommodation where this was needed. Thisrelied on
good inter-agency links with housing providersin the local area, aswell as being able to refer
young people to the local foyer where appropriate. Whilst the first aim of Safe Moves wasto
help keep young people at home, an important part of the role of the project was to assist
young people to move safely to suitable supported or independent accommodation where the
home situation was no longer appropriate to their needs. Latterly in Birmingham, Safe
Moves worked alongside a Housing Options prevention project, which was able to refer to
other team members for specific assistance with finding independent housing.

Other services

Whilst the above interventions were the core services devel oped by Safe Moves, the project
attempted to be flexible in terms of responding to young people' s needs. In particular, where
young people needed help with other key aspects of their lives such as health, Safe Moves
would refer them to an appropriate source of support (for example, drug or alcohol services).
Safe Moves would also liase with social services and youth offending teams where this was
possible.
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Further, most pilots aso tried to respond to young people’ s immediate needs wherever
possible, for example in terms of providing practical and financial support, for example,

hel ping young people to buy clothes for an interview, helping fund-raise for essential items
(e.g. one young person was supported in holding a car boot sale to raise funds for course
equipment), taking a young person to a solicitor’ s appointment and so on. Much practical
support represented ‘life-skills' without the direct attempt to instruct a young person in how
to undertake an activity (for example, the distinction between giving someone alift or

hel ping them to identify and travel by public transport).

Additionally, some Safe Moves projects organised regular social group activities for the
young people, such as tripsto the theatre or barbeques. Y oung people were also supported to
access opportunities to travel to conferences or take part in residential courses, including peer
mentoring Courses.

In one area, aparents support network was established with the assistance of the Safe Moves
project. The group met regularly in the first six months and later operated as a tel ephone
support group. More generally, although the primary service was for young people, projects
were in contact with some parents with the young people' s consent and inevitably provided
support to other family members at times.

Conclusion

This chapter has described the development of the Safe Moves initiative. By the end of the
pilot period the four projects were well established in the local area and were providing
flexible and valued support services to young people. However, a number of key lessons can
be drawn from the pilots, these include the need:

= Toalow time and adequate resources for consultation and research in order to
establish the need for a new service and to encourage afeeling of local ownership
among all relevant agencies.

= Toensurethat all relevant agencies have a clear understanding of the initiative’'saims
and objectives from the outset.

» For adequate staffing levels to ensure continuity of provision, mutual support and skill
sharing

= For staff training and skills sharing meetings between projects and sufficient input
from a National Coordinator to facilitate these.

= To adopt aflexible approach to service development and delivery within different
local contexts.
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3 Referrals to Safe Moves

Thisthird chapter presents an overview of the referrals to the Safe Moves pilot projects
during the full pilot period. The chapter starts by outlining the referral and assessment
framework for the project, before presenting a profile of the young people referred, and then
returning to adiscussion of the referral and assessment procedures for the Safe Moves
projects from the perspective of staff, other agencies and young people.

The referral and assessment framework

Thetarget client group for the Safe Moves project was young people between the ages of 13
and 19 who were at risk of homelessnessin their local areas. The initiative did not formally
define situations in which a young person would be assessed as being potentially homeless,
rather it relied on the key agencies to operate a common sense definition of homelessness, to
encompass situations that included sleeping rough, living in hostel accommodation and/or
staying with friends and relatives. There was an implicit assumption that Safe Moves would
assist young people who were presently living in a parental/ guardian home from becoming
homeless, rather than those young people who were already living independently. It was
acknowledged that some work might take place with ‘looked after’ young people although
this was not the primary target user group.

It was anticipated that Connexions would be the main referrer to the project given their
contact with the target age group of young people, although other key local agencies might
also be expected to refer as the project became established. The aim was for Connexions and
other referral agencies, working with Safe Moves, to identify young people who whilst not
homeless at the time of referral might become so in the future without assistance from an
external agency.

It isobviously adifficult task to assess someone’ s risk of homelessness unless they have
already been given notice to leave their accommodation. Because of this difficulty, the
projects were informed by the Safe in the City model of the risk factors for homel essness
amongst young people (Bruegal and Smith, 1999). Anindex of the risk of homelessness for
individual young people was extrapolated by Bruegal and Smith from a comparison between
the backgrounds of a sample of homeless young people and housed young people living in
deprived areas. Table 3.1 shows that young people living in certain circumstances are more
likely to experience homelessness and might therefore be likely to benefit from a preventative
project such as Safe Moves.

A two tier assessment procedure was envisaged to the extent that the referral agency would
assess the young person for risk of homelessness and then the Safe Moves project workers
would meet with the young person, discuss their detailed needs and undertake an assessment
asto how Safe Moves might be able to assist them.
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Table 3.1:
Index of risk of youth homeless by individual (Score 1 or more points)

Moved house twice or more from age 11 years (2)

Young mother — aged under 25 at birth of first child (1)

Lives with step-parent (1)

Lives with foster parent or with relative (2)

Shared room at 12 years (1)

Lives in rented accommodation (1)

No car in household (1)

Excluded from school (1)

Household known to be violent (2)

Young person staying away from home before age 16 years (2)
Source: Breugal and Smith (1999), Box 2, page 5.

Referrals and acceptances
Referrals

A total of 170 referrals were made to the four Safe Moves pilot projects between the start of

the projects and 31% March 2004°. Almost all of these referrals were offered and took up the
Safe Moves service, atotal of 152 young people, representing nearly 90 per cent of referrals.
Table 3.2 summarises the distribution and outcome of these referrals across the four projects.

Table 3.2:
Referral outcomes to 31°' March 2004°

Recorded referrals Of which received service
Birmingham 32 31
Wolverhampton 77 64
Ryedale| 34 30
Suffolk| 27 27
All Projects 170 152

Source: Project monitoring database (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004)

As Table 2.1 shows, most of the referrals to Safe Moves resulted in a young person being
offered the Safe Moves service. Most of the 11 per cent of referrals who did not receive the
service were young people who chose not to take up the service when it was offered. Only a
very small number of the recorded referrals were assessed as inappropriate by the projects.

Young people who received the Safe Moves service

The Wolverhampton project accounted for more than one third of the young people who
received the service (42 per cent), whilst the other three projects had very similar acceptances
levels, each accounting for around one fifth of the total (Table 3.3).

5 Table 2.1 shows the start dates for each pilot. Thefirst six months were however mainly setting up time and all the recorded referrals date
from the 1% March 2003 (until the end of the pilot period, 31% March 2004).

© Note: The data used in these tables cover the entire monitoring period from 1% March 2003 to 31% March 2003, atotal of 13 months.
Some graphics and tables refer to the projects over one calendar year, from 1% March 2003 to 29" February 2004 and are labelled
accordingly.
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Table 3.3:

Young people who received the Safe Moves service to 31°' March 2004)

Number of acceptances As percentage of all Save Moves acceptances
Birmingham 31 20%
Wolverhampton 64 42%
Ryedale 30 20%
Suffolk 27 18%
Total 152 100%

Source: Project monitoring database

Referral sources

The single largest source of referrals was the Connexions service, representing nearly one
third of all referrals (28 per cent, Table 3.4). The next most prominent source of referral was
social services departments, followed closely by the housing sections of the four local
authorities within whose boundaries the four pilot projects were working. The other main
sources of referral were local foyers and services with a broad educational welfare remit,
sometimes located in local colleges. Referrals from the Wolverhampton Multi-Agency
Panel (shown as MAP in Table 3.4) and self-referral were relatively unusual, as were
referrals from youth advice or day services. The other sources of accepted referrals (shown
as other agencies) were diverse, ranging from the Police to the grandparent of one young

person.

Table 3.4:

Referral sources (accepted referrals who received the Safe Moves service)
Referring organisation Number of Young People Percentage
Connexions 43 28%
Social Services 22 15%

LA housing section 21 13%
Foyer 20 13%
Other education/welfare service 14 9%
MAP* 10 6%
Self referral 6 4%
'Youth advice/day services 6 4%
Family mediation 4 3%
Other agencies 6 4%
Total 152 100.0

Source: Project monitoring database * Multi-Agency Panel (1 March 2003 to 31% March 2004)

There were significant variations in the sources of referrals reported by the four pilot projects.
Connexions was a major source of referrals in Suffolk, accounting for three-quarters of all the
young people that the Safe Moves pilot accepted in that area. Connexions was a much less
important source of referralsin Birmingham (23 per cent of all acceptances), Wolverhampton
(17 per cent) and Ryedale (17 per cent).

Ryedale received a quite high proportion of its referrals from educational welfare workers or
teachersin local schools and colleges (nine young people, 30 per cent of accepted referrals),
this source of referrals accounted for less than 10 per cent of acceptancesin the other areas.
One quarter of accepted referrals in Wolverhampton came from social services, compared to
less than 10 per cent in Birmingham and Ryedale (social services made no referralsin
Suffolk).

Local foyers accounted for less than 10 per cent of referrals in Ryedale and Wolverhampton,
but one third of the accepted referrals in Birmingham were from the associated foyer (11
young people, 35 per cent). Both Ryedale and Wolverhampton also reported that one fifth of
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their referrals came from the homel essness sections of their local authority, these were not the
source of many referralsin the other areas.

The distribution of referral sources had changed over time. In September 2003, Connexions
had also been the main source of referrals, but the homel essness sections of local authorities
and social services were not playing as prominent arole as would later be the case. The
Wolverhampton Multi-Agency Panel had also ceased to be a significant source of referral by
March 2004.

Reasons for referral

Figure 3.1 summarises the broad reasons for referral across the four pilot projects. Ascan be
seen, amost half the young people were experiencing difficultiesin their relationship with
their parent or parents, this was generally placing their accommodation in the family home at
risk or increasing the possibility of the young person running away (48 per cent shown as
“parent/yp relations’ in Figure 3.1). Inaminority of cases (10 per cent shown as ‘ poor
parenting”) ayoung person was in aliving situation in which parental behaviour was proving
disruptive and creating arisk of homelessness, for example if a parent was acohol or drug
dependent.

Around one fifth of accepted referrals (20 per cent) could be described as presenting an
‘“unplanned moverisk’, in essence this was a situation in which a young person was the prime
mover in seeking to live independently and was not yet at an age or a stage where thiswas
likely to be successfully sustained. In such circumstances, Safe Moves might play arolein
ensuring ayoung person stayed at home until they were old enough to be granted a tenancy
and were likely to sustain it or seek to arrange a move into supported housing if ayoung
person could not be kept at home. Smaller numbers were referred to Safe Moves because
they were already homeless, or had health or support needs that created a need for low
intensity support to sustain or access suitable housing.
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Figure 3.1: Broad reason for referral by percentage of accepted young people
Source: Project monitoring database. Base: 152 young people (1% March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

Figure 3.2 summarises the broad reasons for referral for accepted young people by the four
pilot projects.
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Figure 3.2: Broad reason for referral for accepted young people by percentage of young people in each project
Source: Project monitoring database. Base: 152 young people (1% March 2003 to 31* March 2004)
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As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the broad reasons for referral were similar across the four pilots.
In al cases, amajority of referrals were as aresult of deteriorating relationships between
young people and their parent or parents. Actual homelessness was slightly more common in
Ryedale and Wolverhampton. Suffolk, perhaps as aresult of more of its referrals coming
from the local Connexions service, seemed more likely to be picking up cases where parenta
behaviour was making home life difficult for ayoung person.

Characteristics of the young people

Thetarget age range for Safe Moves was 13-19. At the time of their referral, 98 per cent of
accepted referrals were within this age range (Table 3.5). Those aged 16-17 were the largest
single group, representing two-thirds of accepted referrals, with the next largest group being
made up of those aged 13-15 (one fifth of accepted referrals). A smaller number of young
people were aged 18-19. Only a handful of accepted referrals fell outside the intended age
range for Safe Moves at the time they were referred to the four pilot projects.

Table 3.5:
Age of young people at time of referral (all projects)
Number of Young People As Percentage
13-15 31 20%
16-17 96 64%
18-19 21 14%
20+ 3 2%
Total 151 100%

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). Base: 151 (DoB missing for one young person)(1®
March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

Asisshownin Table 3.6, Suffolk was the ‘youngest’ project of the four pilotsin terms of the
proportion of 13-15 year-olds that it had worked with up until 31% March 2004. The average
age at referral in Suffolk was 15.9, rising to 16.7 in Birmingham, 17.1 in Wolverhampton and
17.2in Ryedale. The average across all projects was 16.8.

Table 3.6:
Age of young people at time of referral by project

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk
13-15 7 (23%) 6 (9%) 5 (17%) 13 (48%)
16-17 19 (61%) 47 (73%) 17 (59%) 13 (48%)
18-19 5 (16%) 11 (17%) 4 (14%) 1 (4%)
20+ 0 0 3 (10%) 0
Total 31 (100%) 64 (100%) 29 (100%) 27 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). Base: 151 (DoB missing for one young person) (1
March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

The projects worked with more young women than young men. Just over half the young
people were women in Birmingham (55 per cent), rising to 60 per cent in both Suffolk and
Ryedale and 67 per cent in Wolverhampton. Table 3.7 shows the gender distribution by age
of accepted referrals across the four projects.
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Gender and age at referral of young people (all projects)

Table 3.7:

Age Female Male All

13-15 23 (74%) 8 (26%) 31 (100%)
16 -17 56 (58%) 40 (42%) 96 (100%)
18 -19 14 (67%) 7 (33%) 21 (100%)
20 or over 1 (33%) 2 (67%) 6 (100%)
Total 94 (62%) 57 (37%) 152 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). Base: 151 (DoB missing for one young person)
(1* March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

Y oung women had an average age of 16.7 on referral to Safe Moves and young men had an
average age of 16.9. When the average age of young people referred to Safe Movesis
examined over one calendar year (from 1% March 2003 to 29" February 2004), it can be seen
that the average age of referrals during any given month varied. However, the average age
was falling somewhat towards the end of the monitoring period (Figure 3.3), showing more
young people in the lower end of the age range were being referred. These increased referrals
from the lower age range can be seen as a positive development, given that a higher
proportion of young people in the higher end of the age range were initially being referred.

18.0

17.51

17.0 4

16.5 4

16.0 4

Mean Age at referral (years)

15.5 |
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April 03
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Figure 3.3: Average age of young people at referral to Safe Moves from March 2003 to February 2004
Note: Line denotes average age at referral across all projects during this period.
Source: Project monitoring database. Base: 133 young people (1* March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

Table 3.8 shows that almost seven in ten young people (67 per cent) were from a White
ethnic background, with one third describing themselves as from a Black or Minority Ethnic
(BME) group.
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Table 3.8:
Ethnic background of young people by project

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk Total
White European 14 (47%) 27 (48%) 29 (97%) 26 (96%) 96 (67%)
Black* 5 (17%) 18 (32%) 0 1 (4%) 24 (17%)
Asian** 3 (10%) 5 (9%) 0 0 8 (6%)
Other*** 8 (27%) 6 (11%) 1 (3%) 0 15 (11%)
Total 30 (100%) 56 (100%) 30 (100%) | 27 (100%) 143 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded) *Black British and Afro-Caribbean, ** Indian subcontinent,
** including Far Eastern, Irish and other groups (no data were available in nine cases) (1* March 2003 to 31 March 2004).

The considerable ethnic diversity among the young people in Birmingham and
Wolverhampton reflected the diversity of those cities’ populations. In Ryedale and Suffolk,
the predominately White European populations were reflected by the ethnic origins of the
young people receiving the Safe Moves service.

The data available in the project monitoring database on pregnancy are incomplete, which
means that the figures on pregnancy that are available need to be treated with caution. These
data suggest that five young women were pregnant at the time of their referral and that a
further 10 young women had their own infants with them at the time of their referral. One
young woman had an infant child in care.

Only four young men reported that they had a partner at the time of their referral (93 per cent
were single) and while most of the young women were single (73 per cent), a higher
proportion were either living with a partner (14 per cent, 11 young women) or reported
having a partner with whom they were not currently living (14 per cent, 11 young women).

Housing situation

Just under half of the young people were living with a parent or parents at the time of their
referral (45 per cent were with a parent or parents, or with a parent and step parent, Table
3.9). Itwasfairly common for young peopleto be living in afoyer or other supported
accommodation at the point of referral with 14 per cent reporting this housing situation. Less
than ten per cent of referrals had been found to be statutorily homeless athough a significant
proportion were staying with friends or other relatives. The housing status of afurther ten per
cent was recorded as ‘ other’. Table 3.9 shows the variety of housing situations reported by
the young people.
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Table 3.9:

Housing status at referral (all projects)

Housing situation Number (%) of young people
Parent or parents 53 (36%)
Foyer or other supported housing 21 (14%)
Staying with friends 16 (13%)
Parent and step parent 14 (9%)
Homeless 13 (9%)
Grandparents or other relatives 11 (7%)

In foster care 3 (2%)

In care (looked after child) 3 (2%)
Other 15 (10%)
Total (base) 148 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded) No data were available in four cases (1 March 2003 to

31% March 2004).

Y oung people were most likely to be living in the family home (with a parent or step parent)
in Suffolk (63 per cent, Table 3.10) and least likely to be in the family home at referral in
Ryedale (33 per cent, Table 3.10). This pattern reflected the main sources of referral in the
two areas (Table 3.3), with Suffolk receiving many referrals from Connexions of young
peoplein the lower part of the Safe Moves age range, a group who were more likely to still

be living at home.

With the exception of the Suffolk project, all of the Safe Moves projects had, in overall
terms, provided a service to more young people who were living away from the parental
home than to those still living within the parental home, at the end of March 2004. Again,
this reflected the routes by which referrals to the projects were received, with quite ahigh
proportion of referrals coming from agencies that were dealing with the aftermath of
homel essness, rather than services like Connexions which were in a position to detect risks of
homel essness among young people still living at home. However, this pattern began to
change during the later part of the period for which the Safe Moves projects were monitored.

Table 3.10:

Housing situation of young people at referral by project

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk Total
Family Home 13 (45%) 26 (42%) 10 (33%) | 17 (63%) 66 (45%)
:é’cr‘c‘)ﬁ!er:g’ doartgésecure'y 9 (31%) 19 (31%) 14 (47%) |  8(30%) | 50 (34%)
With relatives 2 (7%) 8 (13%) 1 (3%) 0 11 (7%)
Care or foster care 4 (14%) 2 (3%) 0 0 6 (4%)
Other 1 (3%) 7 (11%) 5 (17%) 2 (7%) 15 (10%)
Total 29 (100%) 62 (11%) | 30 (100%) | 27 (100%) | 148 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). No data were available in four cases (1% March 2003 to 31%

March 2004).
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The proportion of young people who were living at home when referred to Safe Moves
increased towards the end of the monitoring period. During the six months from 1% March
2003 to 30™ August 2003, 30 of the 83 young people (34 per cent), who were referred to Safe
Moves and received a service, were living in the parental home. This proportion rose to 60
per cent (28 of 46 young people living in the parental home at referral) during the period
from 1% October 2003 to 29" February 2004. This pattern is shown graphically in Figure 3.4.
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Figure 3.4: Proportion of young people who were living at home at referral from
March 2003 to February 2004 (as percentage of all young people accepted by Safe Moves during each month)
Source: Project monitoring database. Base: 133 young people

By the end of August 2003, Birmingham, Wolverhampton and Ryedale had all accepted more
young people who were homeless or insecurely accommodated than they had young people
who were still living in the parental home. However, during the period October 2003 to
February 2004, Birmingham and Ryedal e joined Suffolk in accepting more young people
living in the parental home than homeless or insecurely accommodated young people.
Wolverhampton was al so moving towards accepting a higher proportion of young people
living in the parental home. These data indicate that the Safe Moves pilots, after initialy
having some difficulties in securing the intended proportion of referrals of young people
living in the parental home who were at risk of homelessness, had successfully begun to re-
orientate themsel ves towards recruiting more of their intended client group.

It must also be noted that the housing situation of some of the young people who were
referred to Safe Moves could be precarious, in that they could quite easily move from the
parental home into an insecure setting or homelessness very quickly. This could mean that a
young person might have been living with a parent or parents when referred, but was
homeless by the time a Safe Moves service engaged with them afew days later.

23



Housing tenure at referral

Data were collected on the housing tenure of young people who were living in the parental
home at the time of referral. Y oung people using the Birmingham project who were living in
the parental home were more likely than those elsewhere to be in the socia rented sector.
Those in Ryedale were the least likely (although a lower overall proportion of young people
in thisareawere living at home when referred to the project). Half the referrals of young
people living in the parental home in Suffolk and Ryedale were from the owner occupied
sector (Table 3.11).

Table 3.11:
Housing tenure of young people living in the parental home at referral
Tenure Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk Total
Social Rented 9 (64%) 17 (47%) 7 (44%) 9 (50%) 42 (50%)
Private rented 1 (7%) 5 (14%) 1 (6%) 0 7 (8%)
Owner occupied 4 (28%) 14 (39%) 8 (50%) 9 (50%) 35 (42%)
Base 14 (100%) 36 (100%) | 16 (100%) | 18 (100%) 84 (100%

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004).

These data suggest referrals were disproportionately coming from young people from social
rented households. Social rented housing is a minority tenure in al the areas where the
projects were operating, particularly in Ryedale and Suffolk. Previous research has drawn
associations between rel ative socio-economic disadvantage and the tendency of young people
to experience youth homel essness (Fitzpatrick, 2000).

Support needs and characteristics at referral

Figure 3.5 summarises the characteristics of the young people who received a service from
Safe Moves at the point of their referral. As can be seen, more than half the young people
reported having run away from home at least once at the point of referral (56 per cent, Figure
3.5). One quarter reported a drug dependency or drug problem at referral and one fifth
reported physical health problems. One fifth also reported mental health problems at referral.
A minority of young people were known to social services or on the child protection register’,
had alearning difficulty or were disabled. Asisshown in Figure 3.5, just over one tenth of
young people were current offenders at the point at which they were referred to Safe Moves

" Whilst only asmall proportion of young people were known to be on the child protection register, one project
reported in particular that this was a under-representation of the number of protection issues facing their clients.
In Suffolk, the project recorded separately that 9 of 27 young people were on the child protection register but
that 22 had some protection issues.
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Figure 3.5: Support needs and characteristics of young people at referral (by

percentage of young people) Source: Project monitoring database (1* March 2003 to 31%

March 2004). Note: Base varies between 132 and 152 for different factors shown as some data were missing
from the project monitoring database * Known to social services department or on child protection register.

Running away and homelessness

The proportion of young people who had run away prior to their referral to a Safe Moves
project was similar across the four pilot projects, although Wolverhampton and Suffolk
reported slightly higher proportions of young people having run away than the other two
projects (Table 3.12). However, data on having run away from home were not available for
20 of the young people.

Table 3.12:
Number of young people who reported having run away from home prior to referral

Tenure Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk Total

Run away from home 13 (46%) 32 (65%) | 14 (47%) | 15 (60%) 74 (56%)
Not run away before 15 (54%) 17 (35%) | 16 (53%) | 10 (40%) 58 (44%)
Base 28 (100%) 49 (100%) | 30 (100%) | 25 (100%) | 132 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004). Data were missing
from the project monitoring database for 20 cases.

Forty per cent of young people reported an experience of homelessness at the point at which
they were referred to the projects (Table 3.13). Again, the data on this experience were not
quite complete within the project monitoring database (being available on 137 young people),
but they were sufficiently complete to again demonstrate the highly insecure housing
situation of many of the young people working with the Safe Moves pilots. Asisshownin
Table 3.13, the young people working with the Birmingham project were the least likely to
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report a previous experience of homelessness, while those working with the Suffolk project
were the most likely.

Table 3.13:
Number of young people who reported having experienced homelessness prior to referral

Tenure Birmingham Wolverhampton | Ryedale Suffolk Total
Experienced

hofnelessness 5 (18%) 23 (41%) | 12 (41%) | 15 (58%) 55 (40%)
Not experienced 22 (82%) 33(59%) | 16 (55%) | 11 (42%) 82 (59%)
homelessness

Base 27 (100%) 56 (100%) | 29 (100%) | 26 (100%) | 137 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31 March 2004). Data were missing
from the project monitoring database for 15 cases.

To some extent, because * homelessness' was self-defined by the young people and the
workers, the differences between projects may reflect differing perceptions of what
constituted homel essness. However, this must be balanced against the evidence of actual
homel essness among some of the young people with whom the projects were working (Table
3.9).

As might be anticipated, given the results of existing research on youth homelessness
(Fitzpatrick, 2000), there was an association between having run away from home and having
been homeless. Over three-quarters of the young people who reported having been homeless
also reported having run away from home (77 per cent).

There are longstanding concerns about the tendency of young people with experience of the
care system to join the young homeless population (Sinclair and Gibbs, 2002). The
proportion of young people who had been looked after by social services or were in afoster
care placement when they were referred to Safe Moves was low. In many senses this may be
encouraging news, as it would be hoped that new arrangements in England under the Leaving
Care Act would circumvent the need for contact between care leavers and a project like Safe
Moves. Nevertheless, six young people with experience of the care system and fostering were
referred to the Birmingham and Wolverhampton projects.

Crime and antisocial behaviour

At the point of their referral, 14 per cent of young people reported that they were current
offendersto the four projects. The proportion of referrals to the projects with some history of
offending was rather greater, however, as nearly one quarter of the young people with whom
Safe Moves worked had committed an offence (24 per cent, Table 3.14), although only 11 (7
per cent) had been the subject of a successful criminal prosecution.

The 37 young people who were current or past offenders reported 42 offences between them,
while the 11 young people who had been found guilty by a court had reported 13 offences.
Three young people reported having been remanded in custody or imprisoned for three
offences.
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Table 3.14:
Experience of crime and antisocial behaviour prior to referral

Experience Number (%) of young people

Victim of bullying 41 (27%)
Victim of crime 19 (13%)
Current or past offender 37 (24%)
Been found guilty by a court 11 (7%)
Remanded in custody or imprisoned 3 (2%)
Subject of an Anti-Social Behaviour Order (ASBO) 1 (1%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded) (1™ March 2003 to 31 March 2004).

The young people working with the Safe Moves projects were unlikely to have been
remanded in custody or imprisoned. This suggests the offences that they had committed may
often have been relatively minor. Although some were too young to be prosecuted as adults,
someone who islegally a child committing a serious offence is likely to enter local authority
care at the least, a situation from which only a handful of young people were referred to Safe
Moves. The young people were very unlikely to be the subject of an ASBO.

Y oung women were less likely to have been involved in crimina activity than young men.
Forty per cent of young men reported having committed one or more offences, compared to
15 per cent of young women. Only 2 per cent of young women had been found guilty by a
court and none had been remanded in custody or imprisoned, compared to the 15 per cent of
young men who had been found guilty by a court and 3 per cent who had been remanded in
custody or imprisoned (Table 3.15).

Table 3.15:
Reported offending behaviour at referral by gender
Criminal activity Female Male
Committed offence(s) 14 (15%) 23 (40%)
Found guilty by a court 2 (2%) 9 (15%)
Remanded or imprisoned 3 (3%) 0
Base 94 (100%) 58 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004).

In overal terms, 85 per cent of young women reported no involvement in criminal activity in
comparison with 60 per cent of young men. These findings might have been anticipated to
some extent, as young men are more likely, according to current statistics on crime, to be
involved in criminal activity than young women. Thoseinvolved in criminal activity also
tended to be dlightly older (average age of 17) than those who were not (average age of 16.7).

The pilot Safe Moves projects were not designed to play adirect role in counteracting youth
crime, instead being focused on promoting housing stability and helping create opportunities
for young people. At the sametime, the role of Safe Movesin improving risks to the young
people and improving their life chances might reasonably be expected to play arolein
counteracting youth crime, which is strongly associated with socio-economic marginalisation
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among young people. The project monitoring database showed some associations between
housing instability, homelessness and experience of criminal activity.

Y oung people who reported having run away at referral (Table 3.12) were more likely to
have committed crimes or to have been the victims of crimes (Table 3.16).

Reported involvement and experience ofz?ibr:is;tlriferral by whether run away from home at
referral

Criminal activity Run away Not run away

Committed offence(s) 22 (30%) 13 (22%)
Found guilty by a court 10 (14%) 1 (2%)
Remanded or imprisoned 3 (4%) 0
Been a victim of crime 12 (16%) 5 (9%)
Base 74 (100%) 58 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31 March 2004).

Thirty per cent of young people who had run away prior to referral had committed one or
more offences, compared to just over one fifth of those who had not run away (22 per cent,
Table 3.15). Almost all those found guilty by a court had run away from home (14 per cent
of those who had run away, 91 per cent of those found guilty by a court) and all of those who
had been remanded in custody or imprisoned had also run away. Those who reported having
run away were also more likely to report having been the victim of crime (16 per cent
compared to 9 per cent of those who had not run away). A very similar pattern existed in
respect of experience of homelessness, which was strongly associated with running away.
These data do suggest something of an association between homel essness, running away and
youth crime.

It isimportant to remember that the majority of the young people with whom Safe Moves
worked had no involvement in crime. Only one quarter reported any criminal activity and
only 14 per cent were current offenders at the point they were referred to the projects.
Experience of prosecution and imprisonment were unusual. Nevertheless, anong those
young people who had become involved in criminal activity and who had been the victims of
crime, experience of housing instability and homel essness was widespread.

There were no associations between health and support needs, including reported drug
dependency, and involvement in criminal activity by the young people who were working
with the Safe Moves projects. Some associations might have been anticipated, particularly
with drug use, but these were not present among this group of young people.

Health and support needs

Figure 3.6 breaks down some of the key support needs reported by the young people with
whom the projects were working by the four pilot areas. As can be seen, some variations
existed, with Suffolk being more likely than the other projects to be working with young
people with mental health problems and drug problems (52 per cent and 57 per cent of young
people in Suffolk, Figure 3.6).
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Figure 3.6: Support needs of young people at referral by percentage of young people
for each project. Source: Project monitoring database (1* March 2003 to 31 March 2004) Base varies according
to available data.

Birmingham and Suffolk were also more likely than the other projects to be working with
young people who reported physical health problems (29 per cent and 24 per cent). Ryedale
worked with a much higher proportion of young people with learning difficulties, mainly
dyslexia, than the other projects (28 per cent of young people working with the Ryedale
project), while also having the second highest proportion of young people who were drug
users (33 per cent). Three of the projects were quite unlikely to be working with young
people with mental health problems. The projects tended not to be working with disabled
young people.

Figure 3.7 summarises the distribution of the same support needs among young people by
gender. As can be seen, there were some variations, with young men being slightly more
likely to report drug problems and learning difficulties and young women being slightly more
likely to report mental health problems (mainly depression).
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Figure 3.7: Support needs of young people at referral by percentage for each
gender. Source: Project monitoring database (1% March 2003 to 31* March 2004) Base varies according to
available data.

Y oung people were quite unlikely to be working with statutory services at the point they were
referred to Safe Moves (Figure 3.8). Lessthan afifth had social work involvement at referral
in any areawith the exception of Suffolk (where the total was just over one fifth), while
engagement with youth justice/probation was aso low. Involvement with Educational
Welfare Officers was also unusual, with the exception of Suffolk. Housing support worker
involvement was unusual outside Ryedale.

The project monitoring database also included a variable that recorded services other than
those shown in Figure 3.8, grouping all such services under the description ‘ other’ and not
allowing differentiation between them. The proportion of young people receiving these
‘other’ services was quite high. Just under one third of young people in Birmingham and
Ryedale were receiving support services, which could not be classified by the project
monitoring database, at the time of their referral. In Wolverhampton, the figure was rather
lower, at 14 per cent. In Suffolk, however, the figure for ‘ other services' was much higher, at
78 per cent. The Suffolk figure is almost certainly explained by the close working
relationship between the project and the local Connexions service, with which many of the
young people were working at the time of their referral and with which they often continued
to work while in contact with Safe Moves.
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Figure 3.8: Contact with other services at referral by percentage of young people
for each project Source: Project monitoring database (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004)
Base varies according to available data.

In overal terms, at the point of referral, young people in Birmingham and Wolverhampton
were quite unlikely to be receiving support from another agency when they approached Safe
Moves. In Ryedale and Suffolk, young people were quite likely to be working with one or
more other agencies prior to contact with Safe Moves. This pattern may reflect the close
working relationships between the foyer in Ryedale and Connexionsin Suffolk, with the
respective Safe Moves projects.

Educational and economic status

All but one of the young people aged 13-15 (97 per cent) and just over half (51 per cent) of
the 16-17 age group reported that they were still in full time education or undertaking some
form of training at the point of their referral to the project. A smaller number were engaged in
voluntary work or employed (11 per cent), while a handful were engaged in other meaningful
activity (4 per cent). Almost one third of the young people with whom Safe Moves worked
were in a situation described as *Not in Education, Employment or Training’, which is
sometimes referred to using the acronym ‘NEET".

Figure 3.9 summarises the differences between the projects in terms of the educational and
employment status of the young people with whom they worked at the point of referral.
Birmingham had the highest proportion of young people who were in education and training
(79 per cent) , followed by Suffolk (67 per cent). Wolverhampton and Ryedale had the
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highest proportion of young people who werein a‘NEET’ situation at the point of referral
(39 per cent and 28 per cent respectively).

Birmingham

Wolverhampton

Ryedale

- School or training
- Employed/ vol.work
- Other

I NEET

Suffolk

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 3.9: Status of accepted young people at referral by percentage of young

people for each project. Source: Project monitoring database. Base: 147 young people (12 missing cases). * In
education or training ** Volunteering or in part or full time employed NEET = Not in Education, Employment or
Training.

There was no significant difference between young women and young men in terms of the
likelihood of their being in education, employment or voluntary work or ina ‘NEET’
situation. As Table 3.17 shows, aimost athird of those aged 16-17 already had ‘NEET’
status. Most disturbingly, more than half the young people with whom Safe Moves was
working who were aged 18-19 were reported as having ‘NEET’ status at referral.

Table 3.17:
Educational and employment status at referral by age (all projects)
At school In Other
Age orin employment meaningful NEET Base
training or vol. work activity
13-15 30 (97%) 0 0 1 (3%) 31 (100%)
16-17 44 (51%) 13 (15%) 4 (5%) 25 (29%) 86 (100%)
18-19 8 (38%) 1 (5%) 0 12 (57%) 21 (100%)
20+ 0 1 1 1 3 (100%)
Total 82 (58%) 15 (11%) 5 (4%) 39 (28%) 141 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded), Base: 141 Data missing for 14 cases. (1% March 2003 to
31° March 2004).
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Referral and assessment procedures: Views of staff, agencies and young
people

Thisfinal section reviews the referral and assessment arrangements for Safe Moves and
outlines lessons learnt from this part of the pilot experience.

Referral procedures: Getting the preventative message across to agencies

Asoutlined earlier, the target age group for the Safe Moves initiative was young people aged
13-19 at risk of homelessness. Ensuring that this group of young people were identified and
referred to the project proved achallengein al four pilot areas. As the data shows (see Figure
3.4 and 3.5) ahigh proportion of referralsin the first half of the pilot were for support to
young people aged 16 or over who had already |eft the parental home. Whilst the project
might have been able to help prevent further homelessness and/or prevent rooflessness, in
these cases it was clear that they were unable to prevent homelessness at the point of referral.
The data did however show that, over time, the proportion of younger people and those living
at home increased, that is the actual client group began to better reflect the target client group.

In all areas, it was clear that agencies found it difficult to identify young people ‘at risk’ of
homel essness, and a number of reasons contributed to this. Firstly, in some areas, there was a
problem in terms of generating referrals from the Connexions service. Some local
Connexions offices appeared to be in a better position to identify and refer young people to
the project. Inone areain particular, despite dedicated Connexions support to Safe Moves,
Personal Advisors (PASs) failed to refer young people. The main reason for this appeared to
be the very early development of the Connexions service at alocal level and inability to
extend themselves to work with anew project.

The referral process did not work as | thought it was going to work at all, in
terms of, | was pretty sure when we started that all the referrals were going to
come via Connexions PAs and that has not come about at all... | felt the 45 was
quite a small number to work with, and | felt that we would be inundated with
young people.... The referrals have been quite disappointing....

(Agency representative)

I think we needed to give Connexions time to bed down and find out what they
were doing before just dumping this on them as well, I don’t think that was fair.
(Agency representative)

In the only project where the majority of referrals were from Connexions, referrals were of a
slightly younger age group, with more people living at home, from the outset. However, the
type of young people being referred did change over time without Connexions becoming a
more prominent referrer. Rather the referral base tended to become more diverse, away from
housing agencies towards other agencies working with the younger age groups such as socia
services, schools and youth clubs.

Many of the referral agencies, particularly in the early stages of the pilot, were responsible
for working with older age groups of young people and/or young homeless people, this being
particularly true for housing agencies and foyers. A high level of housing need in the 16-19
age group meant that the project was easily seized to meet agap in provision for this group:
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| think to be fair there is not much provision for that age group [16-19], so that is
why they are referred...when you’re 16, not even social services, its like you are
on your own now — we’re here to provide support in a very sort of relief
emergency, crisis intervention, but you’re really on your own at 16. | think that is

possibly the issue...
(Agency representative)

| think often when you do set up a project like this, you set it up and people see
that it is something that is going to help the housing issue with kids, so you end
up fire-fighting to start with, | think with any new project like this you end up fire-
fighting before you can actually get to the point when you are doing what you
really want to do, and that is actually the preventative stuff — but you have to fight
all of those fires that are already starting to burn.
(Agency representative)

However, the biggest change that accounted for a better targeting of referrals was one of
overall orientation and increased understanding amongst agencies about the aims of the
project. At the project’ s outset, it was a challenge for local project steering group members,
and in some cases Safe Moves Coordinators themselves, to grasp the concept of Safe Moves
asa'preventative’ scheme. In effect, the project, after educating themselves, had to educate
other agencies and potential referrers as to the potential of working in a preventative way.

It is incredibly difficult when people are not used to thinking about prevention in
the way that we are — for one or two people in a small pilot scheme to get that
message into large statutory agencies...

(Agency representative)

Then we also need the training element of the project as a core whereby many
workers have been working for years with young people but are only used to
dealing with crises, there has to be a changing culture from crisis to prevention,
to actually seeing when things are beginning to go wrong... Prevention doesn’t
sink in. I’ve done presentations, I’ve done this and I’ve done that.... But there is
only so far that one can go, you can only really go by the work that has actually
been done, that is the best promotion, your case studies and your reputation with

other workers...
(Safe Moves worker)

A couple of people aso questioned whether the name ‘ Safe Moves' helped market the project
as a preventative intervention, and it was clear that some young people and parents had
thought Safe Moves was targeted at the older age groups:

1: In one sense, | think the name was perhaps wrong, cos if you say ‘Safe Moves:
The Homelessness Project’, that is just going to encourage people to send young
people who don’t have any accommodation to you, and that is obviously what has
been happening. The issue, for many organisations, is the lack of accommodation
for young people...I don’t know whether we look at changing the name, | don’t
know, but I think there is something in that in terms of what do you call yourself
and then what do people associate with your core nature and your core business’.



2: ....I thought that Safe Moves was about helping young people into independent
living... I think it is @ misnomer.
1: ....Its called Safe Moves, and yet the primary focus is to stop you from
moving...
(Agency representatives)

If you look at Safe Moves leaflets the majority of it is about moving safely,
progressing away from the family. It doesn’t actually say too much about we will
sit and talk and help you stop at home and compromise and things...if you look at
the material in the leaflet, it is about moving away and most young people of 12,
13, or 14 don’t want to move away they just want to get things sorted...I think
Safe Moves is for young adults or young people who are in family situations and
want to move out and they are there to help them move onto independent living
and getting on in society...

(Parent)

Over time, Safe Moves also simply built up good working relationships with referrers, which
helped inform agencies of itsrole. In the two rural areasin particular, the Safe Moves
workers worked very closely with Connexions PAs on aday to day basis. Birmingham and
Ryedale also built up excellent relationships with local schools that became prominent
referrersin the last six months of the project.

[The Connexions worker] is very good at knowing, she now knows Safe Moves
pretty much inside out. So she knows whether or not they are suitable for us to
take on now whether that be a very low level of intervention or a very high need
case...

(Safe Moves worker)

Whilst a better understanding of the referral criteriawas mainly achieved through
networking, projects also felt it was crucial that areferral protocol was in place that explained
the target group clearly to referrers. In some areas, this was only being devel oped at the end
of the project and ideally should have been in place from the outset.

All projects however believed that the referral procedures should remain flexible for the
future. Some projects felt that as long it represents a minority of cases, Safe Moves could
offer an appropriate service to a young person who may have recently left home, and may in
some cases, be supported to move back home or, if thisis not suitable, onto appropriate
supported or independent housing.

Assessment procedures

The assessment procedures differed across the projects to some extent although the Safein
the City risk criteriainformed them all. However, in practice, a common sense operation of
these factors was utilised rather than aformal checklist of criteria, although these risk
indicators were being developed in some areas. A number of the risk factors were no longer
relevant due to the age of the young person (e.g., whether excluded from school) or because
they had already left home and were homeless.

...the eight risk factors but its just a rough guide, like for instance, she’s got one
like if they don’t get on with their mother, one referral that we have got doesn’t
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get on with her father so the referee crossed out mother and just put father, what
some of us have done is put a tick by the ones that are tickable....
(Safe Moves worker)
There have been no ‘tools’ except myself and my colleagues saying what do we think...
its pretty much assumed that if we get the referral we would take it... and that we would
sign post on if we couldn’t accept the referral, if | felt there wasn’t a housing need.
(Safe Moves worker)

One project had developed a detailed assessment procedure to be undertaken by Connexions,
whilst the other three projects were utilising ssmpler purpose-made referral forms and/or
trying to tie in with existing Connexions assessment procedures. Whilst the detailed
assessment procedure was comprehensive, this was the one project that experienced the
greatest problem with generating referrals. Different agencies had different levels of
confidence in the assessment procedures being utilised.

Safe Moves are using an interactive assessment process, which I think is called fit
for life or fit to live and it is absolute rubbish, and there is no way that I can
support its use....

(Agency representative)

A couple of agencies raised the issue of how the assessment process fitted in with social
service-led assessments. It was felt that the latter were crucial for the younger age group, and
that this aspect of the project required further development.

One of the things that perhaps has come out has been the difficulty, and again |
can understand it, that I think has been had in getting some young people a child
in need assessment — just wanting to have a closer look at that...It has to go back
to a thorough, multi-agency assessment of need and at the end the day social
services have a responsibility to young people under 18 who appear to be in need
for whatever reason, so that’s got to come first, and then dependent on that we
look at what the appropriate service is...
(Agency representative)

Overall, the assessment procedures required some devel opment, particularly should any
further Safe Moves projects be established. In addition, the procedures for contacting young
people for assessment, following areferral, also needed careful attention. One project in
particular had difficultiesin following up referrals and had instituted a joint meeting with the
young person, referrer and Safe Moves. All the projects stressed that Safe Moves needed to
be extremely responsive and proactive in contacting young people referred to the project —
usually by phoning the young people and then meeting as soon as possible following referra
to assess their situation and to maximise the chances of engaging with them.

We have to be responsive. You have to go and see the them as soon as possible, it
has to be responsive if it’s going to work otherwise it will get to the point, like a
couple of hours have gone and they are getting desperate and sometimes a quick
chat about their housing options might solve the problem or sometimes it can be a
case of finding out what is going on, was it an argument within the family or was
it just a one off and they said, ‘that’s it, I’m leaving’ or is it safe for them to go
back....

(Safe Moves worker)
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The experience of referral: young people’s perspective

The young people interviewed were referred to Safe Moves by arange of agencies. Most
were referred by agencies working specifically with young people athough one person was
referred directly to Safe Moves by the local housing department. Many of the respondents
described the process of referral as being relatively informal. Users did not appear to find the
process either difficult or complicated. Only acouple of young people, in one project, felt
the referral process was slow and over dominated by paperwork. For most respondents the
process was person-centred, involving talking to people rather being dominated by forms and
paperwork.

Me mum and me had a falling out and | was staying with one of my friends for
two weeks. | applied for housing but | was only 17 and | couldn’t get housing
with the council so they put me in touch with [another agency] and they put me in
touch with Safe Moves.
(Y oung person)

| was talking to [youth worker] in [café] a few weeks ago and I told her | had
nowhere to live and was staying with mates and she ‘phoned [Safe Moves
worker] then we met up.

(Y oung person)

Not al the young people interviewed were sure of the reasons for referral to Safe Moves or
the detailed role of the project. Whilst most young people remembered being told alittle
about the service by the referring agency, and hearing more about the service from the Safe
Moves worker when they met, it was clear that a small number of respondents either did not
remember or did not fully understand what Safe Moves could do for them at the time of the
interview.

| remember being told about Safe Moves and that they could help young people
find accommodation and that it was about preventing homelessness — I’m not
sure why | was referred because | had somewhere to live...I didn’t really think
about it
(Y oung person)

I could do with properly understanding what it is about because even though |
was told | have a really short memory span and the only way | would remember
about this [Safe Moves] is if | saw the logo or the nhame again

(Y oung person)

They [referral agency] didn’t tell me much about Safe Moves, they gave me a

leaflet about it and | got a “‘phone call about three days later from [Safe Moves

worker] and she told me about Safe Moves and what they did...we arranged to

meet the next day and we started talking about what had happened with my mum

and she told me what they could do for me and we talked about what | wanted to

do.

(Y oung person)

The first meetings between Safe Moves and the young person often took place in informal
and/or familiar settings such aslocal cafés, youth projects or the young person’shome and in
places that were convenient for the young person (although it should be said that not all the
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young people could remember the first meeting). Most of the respondents who could
remember the first meeting, said that someone from Safe Moves had contacted them by
mobile telephone and that their first meeting with a project worker had taken place afew days
after they werefirst told about the project.

...itwas when | was in school...they arranged me to meet me at dinner time so
that no-one would know
(Y oung person)

...the (Safe Moves] worker came to my flat with someone from the hostel and we
had an interview and went through the forms and that...it was more comfortable
doing it in my own flat...

(Y oung person)

Some of the young people were alittle apprehensive about meeting with Safe Moves but said
that they felt reassured following the appointment with the worker.

At first | was a bit wary because the situation was a bit personal — everything that
happened but...well she made me feel more comfortable when 1 first went to
speak to her because she has been in similar situations so | felt a lot easier
around her. 1 would rather speak to her than someone who has never been
through what | was going through. We met at a café — it was very informal, | was
really upset and she was really good.

(Y oung person)

Conclusion

This chapter has presented an overview of the characteristics of the young people referred to
Safe Moves and the referral process. It has been seen that Connexions remained an important
source of referrals, as originally envisaged, but as projects became established and built up
good working relations with other local agencies the sources of referrals became more
diverse. Safe Moves continued to work with young people with arange of housing and
support needs but had more success in gaining referrals from the younger age group (13-15
years old) and were working with more young people who were still living at home than in
the earlier stages of the pilot. Nevertheless, in overall terms, Safe Moves predominantly
worked with young people who had already left home. These findings suggest:

= Thereisaneed to establish the aims and objectives of the servicei.e. the prevention
of homelessness, to devise clear referral and assessment criteria and to ensure that all
relevant local organisations, including those working with the younger age group, are
aware of these.

= That young people appreciated the relaxed approach of the Safe Moves workers and
the informal nature of their first meeting, they also felt more comfortable meeting in
familiar surroundings and all these factors appeared to encourage young people to
engage with the project. However, it was seen that workers have to be proactive both
in initiating and sustaining contact with young people.
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4 Delivery of the Safe Moves service

This chapter presents the findings on the delivery of the Safe Moves services to young
people. The chapter draws on the monitoring information, views of project staff and other
key players as well as the young people themselves. The chapter begins by providing an
overview of the services delivered using the project monitoring information. The perspective
of key players and service users on the role of these servicesisthen examined. The approach
to delivering services and inter-agency working is also discussed.

The services delivered by Safe Moves Projects

Chapter Two outlined the key service interventions that Safe Moves was intended to deliver
to young people, as well as identifying how services were developed and extended. The
project monitoring collected data on every service, by type and length of intervention, that
were delivered to a young person during their time with the project.

Table 4.1 shows the proportion of young people who received the key types of support/
services provided by the Safe Moves projects. Just over half of young people (54 per cent)
received practical support at some point during their time with Safe Moves; this was
particularly prominent in Wolverhampton where 82 per cent of young people were provided
with this type of support.

Nearly three in ten young people received family mediation (and/or early intervention
assistance). A much higher proportion of young people received family mediation in Suffolk
(65 per cent) and Birmingham (43 per cent), than Ryedale (25 per cent) and Wolverhampton
(8 per cent). As explained in Chapter Two, Birmingham had access to a specialist mediation
service for young people and this proved able to accept and respond to referralsin this area.
Whilst Suffolk was unable to access aformal service, they recruited a specialist mediator/
counsellor consultant to provide 12 hours of sessions per week — this service was used to
capacity. In contrast, the family mediation service in Wolverhampton was a more generalist
service and no provision was available in Ryedale until the last few months of the pilot.

Nearly three in ten young people aso received some form of life-skills training from the
projects — this was particularly significant in the two rural projects with over four in ten
young people being provided with life-skills support. Only onein seven (13 per cent) of the
young people received peer mentoring (this figure did not include the numbers of young
people who were trained as mentors). Wolverhampton was the most active in terms of
matching peer mentors to peer mentees.

Job seeking/ helping young people access training or education was provided to 17 per cent
of young people, however this rose to 39 per cent in Ryedale. A higher proportion of young
people received housing related support (27 per cent) —with similar proportions of young
peoplein all projects accessing this type of support.
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Table 4.1:

Number of young people receiving different types of service by project (all cases)

Birmingham | Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk All
Life skills 1 (3%) 16 (26%) 12 (43%) 10 (44%) 39 (28%)
Peer Mentoring 3 (10%) 9 (15%) 3 (11%) 3 (13%) 18 (13%)
Family Mediation 13 (43%) 5 (8%) 7 (25%) 15 (65%) 40 (28%)
Early Intervention 17 (57%) 10 (16%) 5 (18%) 7 (30%) 39 (28%)
Job Seeking Training 3 (10%) 9 (15%) 11 (39%) 1 (4%) 24 (17%)
Housing related support 6 (20%) 16 (26%) 9 (32%) 7 (30%) 38 (27%)
Practical Support 3 (10%) 50 (82%) 16 (57%) 8 (35%) 77 (54%)
Base 30 (100%) 61 (100%) 28 (100%) 23 (100%) 142 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded) Totals may exceed base because young people could receive
more than one service (1% March 2003 to 31° March 2004)

Figure 4.1 summarises the activities of the four projectsin terms of the proportion of the
different types of recorded services delivered by the project. The three core elements of the
service — peer mentoring, family mediation, and life-skills — only represented a third of the
total number of services delivered by the project (Figure 4.1). Of these, family mediation was
the largest component, representing 18 per cent of services delivered. Life-skills represented
10 per cent of al activities and peer mentoring, 7 per cent. The largest single component of
service delivery undertaken by the four projects was the provision of practical support (29 per
cent of recorded episodes of service delivery). The other recorded elements of service
delivery all accounted for between 6-10 per cent of recorded activity between 1% March 2003
and 31% March 2004.
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Figure 4.1: Percentage of recorded service delivery devoted to specific tasks

Source: Project monitoring database Base: 561 recorded episodes of service delivery between 1% March

2003 and 31% March 2004.
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Asisshownin Figure 4.2, the pattern of service delivery varied considerably across the four
pilot projects.
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Figure 4.2: Percentage of recorded service delivery devoted to specific tasks by
project Source: Project monitoring database Base: 561 recorded episodes of service delivery
between 1* March 2003 and 31* March 2004.

The projects had both to adapt to their local circumstances and respond to the needs that
young people presented with, and it islikely that both of these factorsin part explain the
variations in patterns shown in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.2. As Table 4.1 would predict, family
mediation was accounted for a significant proportion of activity in both Birmingham and
Suffolk (44 per cent and 39 per cent of service provision), while neither Wolverhampton nor
Ryedale were particularly active in this field. The amount of service provision focused on
peer mentoring (which was largely the training of potential peer mentors) was not dissimilar
across the four projects. Ryedale was, by some measure, the most active provider of job
seeking training, with both this project and Suffolk also being relatively active in the
provision of life-skillstraining. Wolverhampton accounted for a significant amount of the
practical support (49 per cent of recorded service delivery for that project), athough both
Ryedale and Suffolk were to some degree aso delivering practical support (18 per cent and
16 per cent of recorded service delivery). By contrast, Birmingham hardly provided any
practical support. Housing support was provided as a minority activity in all areas.

It is also possible to utilise the project monitoring database to provide information on the

typical intensity of service provision by the four projects. Table 4.2 summarises the duration
of service delivery by episodes of service delivery.
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Table 4.2:
Duration of service delivery by episodes of service delivery

Duration of service delivery Recorded episodes (%)
Up to 1 day 190 (34%)
Up to 1-2 months 69 (12%)
1-3 months 89 (16%)
3 months plus 213 (38%)
Base 561 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database

Table 4.2 shows that the projects tended to provide either very short episodes of service
delivery (aday or less, 34 per cent) or quite long episodes of service delivery lasting three
months of more (38 per cent). Activity of up to one to two months was quite unusual as was
activity of oneto three monthsin duration. Asisillustrated in Figure 4.3, this pattern of
service delivery was found across all four projects.
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Figure 4.3: Percentage of episodes of service delivery by duration and project

Source: Project monitoring database Base: 190 episodes of service delivery of up to 1 day in duration,
69 episodes of 1-2 months duration, 89 episodes of 1-3 months and 213 episodes of three months or
more (1% March 2003 and 31* March 2004).

Figure 4.4 shows the number of service episodes devoted to specific activities by the projects.
As can be seen, practical support predominated in the provision of services of up to one day’s
duration, but remained a significant part of recorded activities of more than three months
duration. Family mediation tended to figure more heavily in sustained episodes of service
delivery, but this is something that would be anticipated, although the projects still recorded
quite high numbers of one day long episodes of service delivery focused on this activity. It is
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known however that thisis partly explained by inconsistency in data entry — some projects
recorded every family mediation session typically when the overall duration of the contact
was short, compared to recording family mediation as one activity where it regularly occurred
each week.
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Up o 3 months - Family mediation
- Early intervention
|:| Job seeking training
§ months plus |:| Housing support

|:| Practical support

0 10 20 30 40 5 6 70 8 90

Number of episodes of service delivery

Figure 4.4: Number of recorded episodes of service delivery devoted to specific

tasks by duration of service Source: Project monitoring database Base: 190 episodes of

service delivery of up to 1 day in duration, 69 episodes of 1-2 months duration, 89 episodes of 1-3 months
and 213 episodes of three months or more (1* March 2003 and 31* March 2004).

Staff, agency and young people’s perspective on the key services
A broker and direct provider service

Safe Moves was developed in part by drawing upon the * Safe in the City’ model of providing
housing related support to potentially vulnerable young people at risk of homelessness. This
model was developed in London and was based on the notion of workers adopting a‘ service
brokerage' role for the young people with whom they engaged. Rather than delivering
extensive support to young people themselves, they negotiated and worked with whatever
range of agencies were necessary to meet a young person’s housing and support needs. This
model however had to be adapted to non-London local contexts that were not necessarily rich
in service provision. Thiswas particularly the case in the two rural areas, but also to an extent
in the urban areas. Considerable effort was required to devel op the Safe Moves core services
at alocal level (see Chapter Two) and therefore the Safe Moves projects quite quickly began
to undertake elements of direct service provision themselves, at the same time as working to
facilitate the devel opment of services.

Whilst Safe Moves projects explained that the three core Safe Moves services were peer
mentoring, family mediation and life-skills training, as the project monitoring above



demonstrates, the projects were offering awide range of services, both in response to the
needs of young people whilst also utilising the existing skills of Safe Moves staff.

The Coordinator should be able to dip into various things, we like to think of our
service as starting with the young person presented to us, we then think about
what that young person’s needs are and what they want, then we decide from
there how we tailor the service to meet their needs...

(Safe Moves worker)

Therefore, whilst the intended role of the Safe Moves Coordinator was to organise the
delivery of the core services and coordinate this provision working with other agencies,
throughout the pilot, to differing extents between pilot locations, Coordinators occupied a
much more ‘hands-on’ role, working directly to support young people as well as referring
them onto other appropriate services. The Safe Moves projects tended to be acting as a
generalist support service for young people, based on a housing support or youth work model.
This model had become particularly well established in onerural area, and for the first half of
the pilot in one of the urban locations. Latterly, Safe Moves workersin the two urban areas
were not offering such a hands-on service, however at this point both workers were only part-
time and did not have the time to undertake intensive work with young people.

...iIf you go back to what most of us would consider a co-ordinator to be - it is
literally receive the referral, analyse and work out what’s best — given the
knowledge you have at the time — work out what might be the best service for that
young person then make the next referral stage and then monitor that from a
distance...but no. Because we are not in a service rich environment that is not
possible is it?

(Agency representative)

Safe Moves for us is support for young people with housing needs, you might get
some life-skills, some mediation if appropriate and if you really didn’t want to
open up to one of us, you could have a peer mentor.... They do not go off on one
of those three things, they are assigned to a support worker and then they are
given a package and that’s intensive to begin then it slows down... We can offer
those services (family mediation, life-skills training and peer mentoring] but it’s a
support service for young people with housing needs.

(Safe Moves worker)

You are hands on obviously when you are meeting the young people, they are
talking to you about your problems, you know, you put your counselling hat on
then because sometimes they need that help and support and encouragement so
then | wear that hat... the Coordinator needs to be an all-rounder.

(Safe Moves worker)

Y oung people also described a service offering a broad range of support, help and advice.
The service was seen as being able to offer general support with helping sort out problemsin
their life. The types of help mentioned included: help with finding accommodation, with
removals and storage; advice on education, training and employment; help with paying bills,
budgeting, managing debts; arranging or providing transport to interviews and to work;
accompanying them to interviews, appointments and court/ advocacy; practical support; peer
mentoring training and residential courses; counselling; social activities; providing someone



who would listen to them. Below, the core services are considered from the perspective of
agencies, staff and young people.

Peer mentoring

Only asmall number of mentors had been matched with a mentee by the end of the
evaluation. The need for careful matching of mentor and mentee was acknowledged by all
Safe Moves projects and there appeared to be examples of more and less successful

matching. Inarura community context, it was pointed out that the process had to take
account of the fact that young people were more likely to know other young people in the
area. Projects also highlighted the need for a high degree of support and supervision for the
mentors; early mentors felt that more support would have been useful and this was now being
offered by all projects.

Agencies and staff all felt that the most positive outcome of the peer mentoring during the
pilot phase had been the impact of the training process on young people. Almost all the
young people interviewed who had been involved in peer mentoring training had found the
experience useful and rewarding and some had gained qualifications such as ONC Level 3in
mentoring. They all felt that they could help other young people avoid some of the problems
that they had experienced.

That peer mentoring course | was doing — I liked that. It was just like team
building together, trying to train us how to talk to young people with other
problems...I think the idea is okay, I think I could talk to someone. It already
happens in the foyer, we all talk to each other.

(Peer mentor)

The training is about procedures, how we’d handle certain situations and
explaining what we can do, what we as peer mentors should have to be a
mentor...we are more listeners, we don’t give our opinions and tell them what to
do, they were just training us about what sort of advice we should offer. I think it
is a good idea, if I had had a peer mentor it would have been better...

(Peer mentor)

One peer mentor did however suggest that some young people might find the peer mentoring
training difficult if they were still experiencing problemsin their own lives.

The training was all right... but I know a lot of people on the course had their
own problems, homelessness and that so they couldn’t always make it...
(Peer mentor)

Some of the trainee mentors had attended conferences and events to promote peer mentoring
and the Safe Moves project and had found these interesting and rewarding experiences.

| went to Wolverhampton — there was... all the managers and everything and
we...had to do a play of what Safe Moves taught us about peer mentoring...to
show what peer mentoring is in our point of view...I could relate to it because |
have been there and got the T-shirt...

(Peer mentor)



A number of the young people who had become involved in peer mentoring said that they
were interested in working with young people and/or in support work themselves and saw
peer mentoring as a good way of both gaining experience and of helping others.

... thought if I could help someone younger than me going through what 1’ve
been through then why not? | haven’t peer mentored anyone though
(Peer mentor)

I’m doing this mentoring training. I’ll hopefully be able to help somebody else...1
can get something out of it, qualification wise, and they can get something out of
it like having somebody to talk to — it’s good.

(Peer mentor)

Only four of the interviewees had experience of mentoring a young person and only one of
them had mentored for any length of time. Both mentors and mentees felt that the process
was likely to be avaluable one.

Certainly in my experience they [Safe Moves users] benefit a great deal from
speaking to someone who is actually nearer their age and have been in that
situation as well. I think it is really encouraging for them to think ‘well, you’re
only a couple of years older than me, you’ve been where | was but you are doing
all right now’ it gives them hope.

(Peer mentor)

| found it quite emotional to think that a young girl what four or five years
younger than me has the same problems that I am struggling with and | thought
‘she’s only young, she shouldn’t be going through all this’...I felt quite tearful
afterwards but I can speak to [Safe Moves worker] | was a bit wary about that at
first because of confidentiality but because it is within the agency | can actually
talk to [Safe Moves| about what was discussed and ask their advice...If there was
a problem and I thought it best if other people knew I would try to persuade her
to tell someone — but | can break confidentiality if the young person or someone
else is at risk...I think she [mentee] found it quite easy to talk to me because there
was not too much of an age difference...it’s not that long since I left school. |
started talking about Eastenders to break the ice and then once she felt
comfortable she started talking about her problems — she told me more in an hour
than she had told the others...

(Peer mentor)

| have got two peer mentors but 1’ve only met them once so | haven’t really got to
know them, but it seems good, they are a couple of years older than me. It is good
to have someone to talk to about my own age.

(Y oung person)

While many young people thought mentoring was a good idea some did not feel that
mentoring would be appropriate for them.

It has been mentioned again...but | didn’t fancy it although it might help other

people and it is nice to be offered. It just doesn’t seem right to me because it is
like being given a friend and they might not want to be there much, they are just
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doing their job and | would much rather go and talk to my own friends about

things — but | know why they do it, it is to give you someone neutral in case you

can’t talk to your friends about the problem — or the problem is your friend...
(Y oung person)

A peer mentor? They probably did offer me one but | can’t remember — but at the
time | wasn’t in the right mind for one. I can see that it might help some people to
have someone to talk to.

(Y oung person)

Family mediation

It appeared particularly important that family mediation services adopted a flexible and
integrated approach to working with young people and their families. The closer the working
relationship between mediators and the Safe Moves Coordinator, the better the service
appeared to work overall. For example, in Suffolk, the work of an independent mediator/
counsellor had been integrated into the Safe Moves service to the extent that the Safe Moves
Coordinator had day-to-day contact with the mediator. In Birmingham, family mediation was
part of the same preventative service team at St Basils making the referral process
straightforward and feedback possible. In addition, the approach to family mediation was also
important — whilst adopting a very professiona approach, both of the above services were not
‘formal’ in approach, rather a bespoke service had been developed in response to young
peopl€’ s needs:

We see our project having another arm and that is a counselling arm... when
[Family mediation service] and | started working around the mediation process...
because of the age group we were working with it was too much, they couldn’t
cope with the idea of mediation, you know parents sitting there and someone in
the middle because they didn’t want to get their parents into trouble....

(Safe Moves worker)

...some of its so alien to what I do as a counsellor...sitting in a little café, talking
about really heavy stuff and obviously we need to make sure we are not
overheard, but usually we manage to find some quiet little place, but I’ve asked
them all why does it work, what is it you get from it, but they’ve all said to me in
different ways that it wouldn’t work just sitting in a room and | know with
children you have do something...I think its having something to do while you’re
talking, a coffee or a bun or whatever, just a little bit of emotional safety.
(Mediator)

Across the projects, most young people mentioned that they had been offered afamily
mediation service, or more general assistance with trying to repair relationships at home.
Some young people however did not feel that this service was appropriate to their present
circumstances — often relationships with family had broken down to alevel whereby the
young person had already made the decision to move out of the family home or had already
done so. In some cases, young people thought attempts at mediation might even make
relationships at home worse. The family mediation service was obviously much more
important for the younger age group where keeping them in the home, wherever this was
possible and safe, was crucial.
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[The Safe Moves] worker told me that if I wasn’t happy living at home they could
help me find accommodation but she also offered to try to sort things out with my
father so that I could stay at home but I thought that would make things worse. |
knew they [Safe Moves) wouldn’t do anything without my consent.

(Y oung person)

Safe moves went to see my grandparents and explained everything to them about
how it would be for me living down here [in foyer] and how | would get support
from them if | needed it...just explained things really. There is no chance of me
going back — I don’t want to and | didn’t want Safe Moves to try to help me move
back to my grandparents or my mum’s...but | see my family now and we are all
getting on better now that | have moved...

(Young person)

They have already gone past the point of mediation, you know, we might be able
to try mediation later on, when we have actually removed them from the situation,
to bring them back into contact with the family and to support them in building
that relationship back up again, but at the time usually when we get them the last
place they want to be is home, the last person they want to speak to is a parent or
carer....

(Family mediator)

In a number of cases the young people felt that their relationships with their parents and
family had improved since they had moved out and they saw no need for mediation. In other
cases young people could not move back despite enjoying improved relations with their
parents because circumstances had changed.

No. It’s sort of interfering with something that doesn’t need interfering with
because | am all right with my mum and my stepdad and my real dad now so |
don’t think it is needed...1 think they [Safe Moves| did ask me but I said no...
(Y oung person)

| can’t really go and live with my mother because although I get on all right with
her now she is not very well and the bungalow is too small for me and the baby.
(Y oung person)

The young people who were receiving family mediation/counselling however explained how
much they valued this service. Mediation was seen as helping improve relationships with
parents, often through increasing young peopl€e' s own understanding of the circumstances,
helping them to think through strategies to cope at home and thereby increasing their feelings
of confidence and control over their lives. One young person who had had counselling in the
past commented on the approach of the mediator and the friendly relationship they enjoyed
and compared this with the approach of other agencies she had worked with.

They just help you talk and listen to each other...get your way round arguing by
talking and hearing each other, and that works really well rather than just being
told to stop arguing... Its solving the problem before it starts really ...She [family
mediator] took me to her house and helped me make Christmas presents for
people — | found that good because counsellor type people would make you sit
somewhere like this [office] and ask very straight to the point questions and they

48



don’t really come across like they care...but she took me to her own house and
gave me lunch and we just sat there...making things and having a giggle and
that’s what | like about it, it is not too impersonal. I think she genuinely tries to
be a friend as well as a kind of mediator but without getting too involved because
she can’t.
(Y oung person)

It’s made quite a difference actually. | thought it was really good because | has a
lot of problems with people not really listening you know. People don’t want to
listen and it was like someone was listening and it’s just been great.

(Y oung person)

More generally, some people who did not want formal family mediation appreciated the
emotional and moral support that the project worker offered to them when they were going
through difficulties at home and/or more informal help with speaking to parents.

I think what | appreciated most was when me and my mum had arguments and
fights that | could ‘phone her straight away and she would drop everything and
come and see me. | thought that was amazing...

(Y oung person)

They [Safe Moves) spoke to my dad and to my mum...really what they did was
come up with ideas of things that I could try like talking to my dad about things
that are bugging me and asking him to cut down on the drinking and things like
that — just giving me an action plan to sort things out ... they offered counselling
to help me and my dad but | wanted to sort things out first... My father is all right
about Safe Moves — | go home and tell him what we’ve talked about at meetings,
about my action plan etc and he thinks it is good.
(Y oung person)

Life-skills

The delivery of life-skills to young people was an integral part of the role of the support
offered by both Safe Moves workers, other key workers (mainly Connexions PAS) and peer
mentors. With only one or two exceptions, Safe Moves staff were delivering life-skills as
part of their general support to young people, rather than organising accredited life-skills
training course. This did however require time for working with young people: one project
Coordinator working part-time felt that there was not enough time to deliver enough life-
skills and that formal programmes were in need of development.

| have struggled with life skills actually, the element in this programme because |
don’t see it as a separate thing, | don’t see it as this prescriptive thing that
everyone troops in sits in a circle, you know, shares a bit of themselves and then
learns budgeting...l have never known that to work. It is much better to get them
involved doing an activity and you slip it in without them realising it and all of a
sudden they have learned that skill — later on you can alert them to the fact that
they’ve learned it....

(Safe Moves worker)
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That is probably what we are doing most of, albeit not from a formalised
programme, that’s definitely what we do....just really being able to cope,
budgeting, where to go for things, where to go to access help, just very, very
basic things.

(Connexions PA)

In particular, those young people who were no longer living at home were given assistance
with managing a household, including how to pay bills, budget, eat healthily and so on. The
young people themselves did not always see the support they had received from Safe Moves
as‘life-skillstraining’ but many said that they had received support with arange of ‘life-
skills'.

Managing money — no chance! Safe Moves sort of like — if I tell them | have my
Giro coming tomorrow and is there any chance of you coming shopping with me
so that | know what I’m buying — so that | don’t spend it all on fags and beer,
stupid things...so yeah, they help me manage my money and there are people in
the foyer who help me manage my money...
(Y oung person)

They helped me cope, they supported me...they told me what to eat — well advised
me what to eat and not to have microwave meals all the time...they would come
and see me and ask me how | was managing with bills, water, electricity and
everything
(Y oung person)

Some young people living in Foyers or other supported accommodation said that they
received this type of support from their key workers and therefore did not require additional
life-skills training from Safe Moves.

| didn’t need help with budgeting or cooking — | have a key worker.
(Y oung person)

All pilot projects were investigating ways of offering more formal packages of training and in
two areas this had been tried for one or two young people however afull programme was not
in operation in any area. The development of national level resources in this areawould be
important for future work. A couple of staff and key agency representatives also pointed out
that other agenciesin the area already offered formal life-skills training to young people (for
example, viathe local Pupil Referral Unit). Inone areain particular, it was thought that it
was quite difficult to offer adistinctive life-skills package:

There is a raft of life-skills training available to young people in [pilot areq],
social services put it on, all sorts of employers do it, there are some voluntary
agencies that do it... so it was difficult | think to see what else this was going to
add really...But again, where it could have added value would have been for the
under 16s aspect of it...

(Agency representative)

However, within their general support role, pilot projects placed a high emphasis on helping

young people develop practical and also social skills. Y oung people also talked about how
Safe Moves had helped them develop skillsin other ways such as through peer mentoring
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training, providing social activities and by encouraging young people to become involved in
activities such as youth clubs, sports, the Millennium Volunteers, the Duke of Edinburgh
Award Scheme and the Prince’ s Trust (see other services below). One project had organised a
socia activity once a month to help team building and lift peopl€’ s spirits; this was also an
opportunity for young people to relate to each other and improve inter-personal skills.

For me that is the most integral part of it, that is what is needed. We just feel that
this is what we do, the support package is about those day to day life-skills and
whatever is needed, and that is what our project is based around...now | would
argue that all of the work that has been done with them is life-skills, because for
each and everyone of them it was different each time we met with them.

(Safe Moves worker)

Help with finding and moving into accommodation

A number of young people had received assistance with accessing more appropriate
accommodation. Where young people were homeless, the first priority for Safe Moves staff
was to find them safe accommodation. This often involved providing expert advice, practical
support with making applications but also importantly an advocacy role for the young person
in terms of liasing with the council and other housing providers. At one stage in the pilot,
the Safe Moves workers were carrying out considerable pre-tenancy work with young people
before they moved into one of the foyers — the foyer manager explained that they would not
have been unable to accept them without this support. 1n other cases, Safe Moves workers
were working with young people who were at risk of eviction from the foyer — at least two
evictions had been prevented because of the support offered.

They arranged a meeting with the council as | was homeless at the time — and the
council put me somewhere just like that. It was good because they’ve never done
it like that before, normally | have to wait weeks before they put me somewhere,
they say, ‘stay with friends, stay here, there and everywhere’...Cos [the project
coordinator] was there, because she is part of a different project, and because she
is an adult I suppose, they listen to me more when she was there...

(Y oung person)

Other types of help

As the monitoring information demonstrated (see earlier in chapter), delivering other services
to young people represented a considerable proportion of activity of the Safe Moves projects.
Much of this activity represented widely defined life-skills work, including social activities,
accompanying young people to appointments and so on. The young people explained that
Safe Moves had helped them in awide variety of other ways: accessing employment, training
and education; accessing, and encouraging the pursuit of, leisure interests, hobbies and
activities; confidence building; general emotional support and practical support.

Safe Moves projects explained that occasionally they had to provide young people with

money, clothes and/or food at times of crisis, as well as making sure that they were eating
properly (for example, accompanying the young person when shopping for food). Hands on
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practical support was really appreciated by young people, in one of the examples below
practical help made all the difference between ayoung person getting ajob or not.

When she said that she would do anything | wanted I didn’t realise that was
exactly what she meant...once it was early in the morning, about 7am and she
was there...she came in someone else’s car, she had to get a lift. | had an
interview that day and she took me somewhere to freshen up...l got to the
interview on time because of her — and | got the job.
(Y oung person)

I think she [Safe Moves worker) took me to court or she arranged for someone to
take me...she stopped me from getting arrested as well — I couldn’t pay my fine
and she helped with the appeal — so she has helped me out there as well...

(Y oung person)

... they helped me with my flat. | didn’t have anything...little things you know
really helped...they have lots of connections who can help out...she bought me a
present — some pyjamas and she got me a duvet and pillow cases...

(Y oung person)

A number of young people explained that Safe Moves had supported them quite considerably
in terms of accessing education, training or employment. Y oung people explained that the
workerstried to find out what really interested them, and tried to support them with their
choices. Much of thiswork appeared to help young people believe in themselves, help
support them in finding a direction, as well asliterally helping them to access relevant
information, fill out college and job applications etc. Projects usualy liased with
Connexiong/ Careersin these tasks, although still took a very active role in helping young
people make decisions.

I think she [Safe Moves worker) was quite useful...like anything I said she’d like
say ‘what would you like to do?’ and I said ‘I don’t know’ so she goes ‘alright
then, what are you interested in?” so | was telling her what | was interested in
and everything I said | was interested in, she looked into it for me....she’s
probably the person who made me realise that | wanted to go back to
college...she’s done me a favour like that...
(Y oung person)

They [Safe Moves worker and family mediator] helped me get the waitressing job —
looking in the paper and on the Internet and the Job Centre website

(Y oung person)

An essential element of providing support was seen as offering emotional literacy in terms of
developing young people’ s self esteem and interest in life.

If they feel better about themselves they are then more able to deal with the crap
that is thrown at them, and that is the crux of our project, if we can help that
young person, help them feel that they are worth something, that they are
valuable, and that they have a right to be valued, then they are more capable of
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dealing with a lot of the issues, we can’t change all of the issues, and it’s about
recognising that we can’t do that, but what we can do is help them to feel better
about themselves...

(Safe Moves worker)

She took an interest and she told me about all sorts of things going on that | could
get into...Through Safe Moves you get to meet a lot of...a lot of doorways open.
She [Safe Moves worker) has brought us to a lot of productions and things...and
she like brings us to places that we probably wouldn’t even know about or get to
go to...it opens your eyes a bit too...Safe Moves has got me something else to do
with my spare time — something constructive.

(Y oung person)

Approach to delivering the support

As Chapter Two explained, most projects worked from a number of different formal settings
(foyers, youth centres etc) and aso met with young people in community facilities and/or
cafés as well as sometimes the home of the young person. Whilst there was not a consistent
approach, it appeared that a flexible and proactive approach to meeting with young people
was most successful. One project had based itself exclusively at the local foyer for the first
half of the pilot and this appeared to be areason for their relatively lower level of
engagement with young people at this stage.

Geographically, | think its also been difficult... people have to have a reason to

come here...So when we have got a referral through, engaging with the young

person, giving the young a reason to come into the project has also been difficult.
(Safe Moves worker)

A flexible approach to using different means of communication to keep in touch with young
people was also important. Speaking on the telephone or mobile, and text messaging
appeared to be an effective way of maintaining contact with young people. For young
people, it also meant that they had more or lessimmediate access to their Safe Moves worker.
Contact by letter was a less successful method of communication with young people
sometimes ignoring paperwork and potential appointments.

She always used to say ‘don’t ‘phone me, text me and I’ll “‘phone you back’
because she didn’t want me to use up all my credit...
(Y oung person)

In the letter they [Safe Moves] said that they had accepted me and asked me to
‘phone to arrange an appointment and if there was no-one there to leave a
message and they would get back to me...that is all I can remember the letter
saying. They haven’t done anything...I think it would have been better if they had
‘phoned me or come to see me.

(Y oung person)

It is nice to be able to speak to someone even if it is 9 pm and you have had an
argument with your mum or something and you are really angry and just need

to speak to someone about it. She [family mediator] is a person that you can ring

and she wouldn’t be rude with me because it is 9 pm. She would be understanding
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and she would want to speak about it because obviously I am upset and she is
going to be concerned about it and will want to make sure | am all right. It is a

nice feeling to know that someone cares...
(Y oung person)

It was also important that Safe Moves workers were proactive in being the ones to initiate and
sustain contact levels with young people. Some Safe Moves users recognised they were not
very good at keeping appointments or staying in touch, whilst others explained that they only
tended to contact the worker when they were having problems. Whilst some young people
seemed happy with this approach, there was an implication that the projects may have been
ableto help at an earlier stage in some cases. Early on, it was recognised by two projects that
the service needed to be more proactive to ensure the continuity of service.

| like them [Safe Moves workers] they are all right and | get on with them...they
told me what they could help me with and offered help but I screwed it up by not

keeping appointments because | forget everything...
(Y oung person)

We need some sort of framework... that is just regularly keeping in touch with
that young person, saying, ‘how is it going’, ‘do you still need that support?’... |
think we’ve had a lot of young people go through..., but I think our impact on
them could be greater. Because when I look at the issues that they present with,
they are complex and multiple, and its going to need a consistent, proactive
approach, and I’m not saying that they haven’t had an input, I’m saying that we

need to make it more consistent, and possibly more proactive.
(Agency Representative)

One project had, by contrast, adopted a very proactive approach to working with young
people, including daily contact with some young people at crisis points, and often also made
sure people were up in the morning, attending activities much as a parent might do. The
young people mainly appreciated this.

| was seeing her near enough every day, different times but near enough every
day...sometimes | felt low and I needed five minutes to get more positive...she
helped me all the way through, she was there at the other end of the ‘phone. She
would ring at weekends ‘how has the weekend gone? Has anybody kicked off?
Anything happened?’ If there had we would chat and then she would come to see

me in the morning.
(Y oung person)

Overall, regular weekly or sometimes fortnightly contact with young people appeared to
represent the most reasonabl e approach, although occasionally more intensive contact was
required during periods of crisis. Support often became less intense over time.

| don’t see [Safe Moves worker] — I saw her a lot at the beginning but now it is
mainly [family mediator]. | generally see her once a fortnight, I think that is good
because it gives us a chance to work on what was said between meetings and

actually use what was said.
(Y oung person)



All the young people appeared to like the Safe Moves workers as people, finding them
friendly and approachable.

...it has been more of a friendship really...I really only talk to her when I need
help, she has always been there when I have been having trouble
(Y oung person)

...they are so nice and down to earth and they understand things and you don’t
feel like you have to hide things from them, you can say what you want and they

won’t feel any different about you...
(Y oung person)

Inter-agency working

Effective links between Safe Moves and other agencies were crucial in order to deliver a
holistic service to young people.

The most important relationship for Safe Moves was the one with Connexions. As Chapter
Two mentioned, there were some difficulties in establishing effective working methodsin the
early daysin two of the pilot areas, chiefly due to differences in organisational culture aswell
as Connexions having only recently been established. However, as the project devel oped, all
four projects established good working relations with their Connexions counterparts. This
took different formsin different areas. For example, in Ryedale the Connexions PA referred
on al cases where young people had a housing need and ceased working with the young
people themselves. In other areas, Connexions and Safe Moves staff supported young people
at the same time (although not necessarily continuously) with Safe Moves tending to operate
asthe ‘intensive arm’ of Connexions. However, both these models worked well and appeared
to fit into different Connexions service structures through the country. The most important
part of the relationship relied on a clarity of roles: each worker needed to know when and
why they were working with the young person — this sometimes took time to develop and
agree. Generally, the relationships seemed to work best when Safe Moves was the main
worker with the young person, rather than both workers trying to commit a similar input. The
relationship also relied on the respective staff working closely together to ensure that all the
young peopl€’ s needs were met.

This has provided a model that | would like to rolled out across the county
because it means that my PAs can happily refer, they recognise the importance of
communication, our PA will assess that young person and all that information
will be passed on to [the Safe Moves worker] who will engage in support and our
PA will come in as and when...when [the Safe Moves worker] decides it is time to
exit then the PA will be ongoing...the one thing that Safe Moves has provided for
my PAs is some intensive support to bring about real and meaningful change
which a PA cannot realistically do because of the complexity of the needs.
(Agency representative)

Relationships with other agencies were | ess straightforward and sometimes difficult to
negotiate. Most areas found it particularly difficult to engage social services and thiswas a
great concern to them given the age group and background of many young people referred to
Safe Moves. One project did have afew example of working alongside family workers from
socia services, but another project described Safe Moves' role as ‘ running behind social
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services totry and pick up the pieces where the latter were unable to engage properly due to
stretched resources. Even where social services were engaged, there were concerns that not
enough time was available to work effectively with the family.

...we go to case conferences with families who have 10 and 11 year olds and you
just know that 4 or 5 years down the line that that person is going to come to you
but because social services are involved and they’ve got this family support
worker or this social worker, social services don’t have the time to do the kind of
things that Safe Moves can do with young people, but because that agency is
there, that’s okay, but I actually think they are failing because these people are
still coming through at 16.
(Agency representative)

A key issue in some areas, but not others, was confidentiality and sharing of information.
Thiswas a particular problem in one of the urban areas where agencies did not feel in a
position to share information with each other (in some cases this even extended to
Connexions). This was experienced as very frustrating by all parties and often meant that
young people were continually re-assessed by new workers. One agency representative
commented:

| found it quite difficult to know what was expected of me. Yes, | wanted to be part
of the project, and yes | was more than happy to give whatever | could but it was
quite difficult to know what did you want me to give you, apart from the
information you wanted that my hands were tied and | couldn’t give you, so it was
very difficult to feel involved as you wanted to be. Trying to figure out where you
were trying to go all the while, I got a bit lost.

(Agency representative)

Different roles and links between similar organisations was sometimes confusing to young
people — where they had contact with anumber of agencies, young people could find it
difficult to differentiate between Safe Moves workers and other support workers. For many
young people, Safe Moves offered a more intensive service and this differentiated it from
other types of support.

It’s [Safe Moves] the same really [as support from foyer workers], well it is sort
of the same. Like you can tell [Safe Moves] the same as you tell everyone in the
office but she’ll help me more if | want to go somewhere...say | had to go to court
or something, she’d help. Or if I needed money for the bus, she’d give it to you as
long as you give her a receipt. Or if you don’t have food, she’d help

(Y oung person)

| think they said that they could help me find work, employment or training...just
generally sorting me out really and helping me to understand what I could do in
the future. I did wonder how they were different from Connexions but when I met
them it was different — | didn’t have a relationship with Connexions like I do with
them...I think Safe Moves is still working on the same basis but they are working
with people about homelessness and that now, and drugs and alcohol, they were
doing that with me when | was in a bit of a state. At first | thought Safe Moves
was all about training and employment...

(Y oung person)
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However, a small number of respondents were unsure whether Safe Moves was working with
them, when the support started and what Safe Moves was for. This was particularly the case
where contact with the project had been minimal e.g. where Safe Moves had referred the
young person to another agency.

When | moved here | wasn’t with Safe Moves, well maybe | was but | didn’t
know... I am not sure what else Safe Moves has done or if they are doing

anything now. I think they helped get my flat
(Y oung person)

[Safe Moves worker] was never that involved. I am not sure what her place in it
all is really. I met her initially but no, not since, she hasn’t come to talk to me or
anything...I’m not bothered because | don’t know what she is there for anyway...

(Y oung person)

Overall, many young people stated that they preferred Safe Moves to other services that they
had contact with as they felt that staff listened to them to a greater extent and treated them as
an equal rather than as a child.

It’s hard to do anything when you are young because no-one listens to, that’s why
| was eager like to get into Safe Moves and stuff, as they sounded friendly, which
they were, and they seemed to listen a lot more than the council and social

services, they listen to young people a lot more...
(Y oung person)

They are kind of useful to have around, they are the most useful service I’ve
found. I mean there are [other organisations and agencies] but | don’t find them
very helpful, to me they just want to get paid. | mean their heart is not in it...

(Y oung person)

Y oung people had very mixed experiences of other services:

...social services, which I have been involved with, don’t do that good a job, |
don’t feel, even though they are supposed to be like ‘big social services’, they are
kind of a bit too relaxed for my liking about things like that [housing], they don’t
take it as urgently, whereas if | turned around to [family mediator], ‘I really can’t
stay here anymore’, for whatever reason, | have confidence that she will get it
sorted like that, she’ll do it, she’ll do her best... | have all my trust in her.

(Y oung person)

Social services are always very helpful and I have someone come to visit me
every now and again to make sure that things are calm. | think that they are
pleased that [family mediator] is involved and sorting things out — it saves them a
bit of work I suppose. | see them once every two months or so — whatever they

think appropriate | suppose...
(Y oung person)
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Conclusion

This chapter has presented the findings on the delivery of the Safe Moves services to young
people. Partly due to the difficulties in establishing the core services, the pilots devel oped
flexibly to meet young people’s needs and delivered, or facilitated access to, a wide range of
services and support in addition to the three core services. The young people who received
the core services generally said that they had benefited from these but it was also clear that
many young people found the additional services such as more general advice and practical
support helpful. Y oung people a so appreciated the friendly approach of Safe Moves workers.
Most of the pilot projects became direct providers of support rather than adhering rigidly to
the original model of service broker. A number of key points arise:

In order to meet young peopl€e' s needs and to deliver servicesin different local
contexts the pilots demonstrated the importance of developing and delivering services
flexibly whilst retaining a commitment to delivering the core services on which the
Safe Moves model was based.

Effective links between Safe Moves and other organisations were essential in
delivering the full range of services to young people.

Y oung people appeared to benefit from family mediation and from life skills training,
but the success of peer mentoring is more difficult to gauge. Whilst peer mentors
appeared to have gained benefits from the training there islittle evidence available
about the impact of mentoring on the young people.

As noted earlier, project workers had to adopt a proactive approach in order to sustain
contact with young people. Telephone or mobile calls and text messaging appeared to
be the most effective way of doing this.
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5 The Safe Moves initiative: outcomes and costs

Thisfinal substantive chapter considers the overall effectiveness of the Safe Moves initiative
both in terms of the impact of the project on the lives of young people, other agencies, and
the costs of providing the service. The chapter begins by examining the overall outcomes of
the project using the project monitoring database to analyse changesin status over time. The
chapter then discusses the overall impact of the project from the perspective of young people,
staff and key agencies. Finaly, the costs of the service are reviewed.

Outcomes of the Safe Moves projects
Open and closed cases at the end of the evaluation period

As aready noted (Chapter Three), the projects had worked with 152 young people over the
course of the pilot period. Eighty of these young people were still receiving the Safe Moves
service on 31% March 2004. Table 5.1 shows the number of open and closed cases for each
project during the period of the evaluation.

Table 5.1:
Open and closed cases by project as at 31° March 2004
Birmingham Wolverhampton | Ryedale Suffolk Total
Open cases 22 (71%) 23 (36%) 21 (70%) 14 (52%) 80 (53%)
Closed cases 9 (29%) 41 (64%) 9 (30%) 13 (48%) 72 (47%)
Base 31 (100%) 64 (100%) 30 (100%) 27 (100%) 152 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004). Data were missing
from the project monitoring database for 15 cases.

Wolverhampton had experienced the highest number of referrals and worked with the largest
number of young people. The majority of the cases that the project had dealt with were
closed by 31% March 2004. The four projects were each working with an open caseload of
between 14-23 young people during the spring of 2004. The projects had provided a service
to aquite large number of young people during 13 months of operation.

Reasons for leaving

The project monitoring database recorded the main reason why contact between a project and
ayoung person had stopped (Table 5.2). Just over a quarter (27 per cent) of leavers|eft as
the service had come to a planned end. This tended to be because the young person was
settled in their housing situation and had resolved any key personal crises or issues where the
project was ableto assist. In just over athird (36 per cent) of cases, young people stopped
attending the project. Sometimes this occurred when a young person appeared to be coping
quite well but ssimply did not formally sever contact once their needs had been met. In other
cases, young people had never fully engaged with the service and the projects lost contact
with the young people. Just under a quarter (23 per cent) of young people left the project as
Safe Moves was unabl e to keep working with that young person. This occurred under a
number of different situations, including because a young person was referred onto more
appropriate support services or the young person moved geographical location.
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Table 5.2:
Reasons for leaving Safe Moves (closed case as at 31° March 2004)

Housing status Number (%) of young people

Service came to planned end 18 (27%)
Young person stopped attending 23 (36%)
Project unable to keep working with young person 15 (23%)
Other 8 (13%)
Base 64 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded) No data were available in eight cases.
Housing situation

The central objective of the Safe Moves pilots was to promote greater housing stability
among young people who were at risk of homelessness. The promotion of greater housing
stability was anticipated to have a number of other beneficial effects, as the factors that might
lead to a situation where a young person was at risk of homel essness might undermine their
life chances in other respects. For example, ayoung person with a disrupted home life might
also be ayoung person who is experiencing difficulties at school and in other aspects of their
development and ability to pursue opportunities.

Tables 5.3 and 5.4 show the housing situation for open cases as at 31 March 2004 and
closed cases respectively. The tables compare the absolute numbers of young peoplein given
housing situations at different pointsin time, but they do not show the individual housing
pathways of young people. For example, the 38 young people living at home at the point of
their referral to the project shown in Table 5.3 were not all represented among the 39 young
people who were living at home as at 31 March. The figure of 39 young people included a
few who had returned home, while afew of the 38 who had been at home were in aternative
accommodation by 31% March 2004. Nevertheless, these tables can be used to give an
overview of the success of the projects in helping young people to sustain secure housing.

Table 5.3:
The housing situations of young people working with Safe Moves for currently open cases as
at 31° March 2004

urber Sryoung | e oty pecpe

In family home* 38 (49%) 39 (50%)
With relatives 4 (5%) 4 (5%)
In care or foster home 2 (2%) 2 (2%)
Hostel or other supported (including foyer) 13 (17%) 16 (21%)
Insecure accommodation** 15 (19%) 11 (14%)
Other situation 6 (8%) 4 (5%)
Resettled into permanent accommodation Not applicable 2 (4%)
Base 78 (100%) 78 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1% March 2003 to 31% March 2004). Data were missing
from the project monitoring database for two cases. * includes lone parent and parent & step-parent ** includes temporary
accommodation and living on friends floors etc.
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Table 5.4:
The housing situations of young people working with Safe Moves for closed cases as at 31°'

March 2004
Housing situation Number of young N;tmtﬁgrp(gizfgplgeg\iﬂzle
people at referral the Safe Moves service

In family home* 28 (40%) 31 (44%)
With relatives 7 (10%) 6 (9%)
In care or foster home 4 (6%) 5 (7%)
Hostel or other supported (including foyer) 8 (11%) 9 (13%)
Insecure accommodation** 14 (20%) 8 (12%)
Other situation 9 (13%) 8 (11%)
Resettled into permanent accommodation Not applicable 3 (4%)
Base 70 (100%) 70 (100%)

Source: Project monitoring database (percentages are rounded). (1¥ March 2003 to 31 March 2004). Data were missing
from the project monitoring database for two cases. * includes lone parent and parent & step-parent ** includes temporary
accommodation and living on friends floors etc.

Y oung people were clearly remaining in, or returning to, the family home. Half of the open
cases were in the family home at the point at which the evaluation came to an end, while 44
per cent of closed cases were in the family home at the point at which they stopped using the
Safe Moves service. The projects were also having some successes in helping young people
into permanent accommodation, as five young people had been resettled in thisway (three
closed cases and two open cases, tables 5.3 and 5.4). Y oung people were also being helped
into supported accommodation such as hostels or foyers in some instances.

The projects were succeeding in reducing the overall numbers of young people who werein
insecure accommodation. The numbersin this situation, among both open and closed cases,
had dropped, with 10 less young people in insecure accommodation than was the case at
referral (four open cases and six closed cases, tables 5.3 and 5.4).

When individual cases where examined, there was further evidence that Safe Moves was
having a beneficial effect on the housing status of many of the young people with whom it
worked. Intwo-fifths of both open and closed cases, Safe Moves was helping to maintain, or
had helped to maintain, ayoung person in their parental home. Forty-three per cent of open
cases had been in their parental home at referral and were till there on 31 March 2004 and
39 per cent of closed cases had been referred to Safe Moves while living in the parental home
and were still there when contact with the service ceased. Thereis evidence in the tables that
Safe Moves was working with young people who had returned to the parental home (five
young people among open cases and four young people among closed cases) and that young
people were moving into supported housing and being resettled while in contact with the Safe
Moves projects.
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Within a picture of general success in promoting housing stability among young people, the
Safe Moves projects were not always instrumental in addressing the housing needs of afew
of the young people within whom they worked. Eight young people (11 per cent) among
the closed cases remained in insecure accommodation throughout their contact with the
project although no-one among the closed cases had become insecurely accommodated
when they left aproject. There were some young people who were still in insecure
accommodation, or who had entered insecure accommodation, among the open cases,
however, these young people were still being worked with and their housing situation may
have been improved by the time their contact with the projects ceased. Figure5.1
summarises some of the key findings on housing status by the different projects.
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- Stayed with parents
- Stayed in supported

- Moved back to parent

|:| Moved to supported

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk

Figure 5.1: Housing moves by young people by project (by percentage of all cases
for each project)
Source: Project monitoring database Base: 152 young people (12 missing cases)

AsFigure 5.1 shows, Suffolk had the highest proportion of young people among its open and
closed cases that were or had remained in their parental home (including lone parents and a
parent and a step-parent). Y oung people in Suffolk were also proportionately more likely to
make a move to supported housing.

The Safe Moves projects appeared to promote a quite marked fall in the tendency of the
young people with whom they worked to run away from their current accommodation. As
Figure 5.2 shows, over half the cases that were open on 31% March 2004 had run away from
home prior to referral (53 per cent), but this figure had fallen to less than a quarter (23 per
cent) since their contact with Safe Moves began. Among closed cases, 60 per cent of young
people had reported running away at the point at which they had been referred to Safe Moves,
afigure that had fallen to 29 per cent during their time in contact with the project. These data
are dightly incomplete, but they do indicate alikely effect on housing stability associated
with contact with the Safe Moves projects. This effect was common to all the projects, but
was most pronounced for the Ryedale and Suffolk projects (Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.2: Young people running away at referral and running away since referral
as percentage of all young people Source: Project monitoring database (1* March 2003 to
31 March 2004) Base varies.
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Figure 5.3: Young people running away at referral and running away since
referral as percentage of young people in each project (open and closed cases)
Source: Project monitoring database (1% March 2003 to 31* March 2004) Base varies.
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Educational and economic situation

Safe Moves was not designed to specifically support education, training or job seeking.
However, it was hoped that by promoting greater housing stability among young people who
were at risk of homelessness, which would involve improving parent/child relationships,
providing emotional and practical support and so forth, that the projects would contribute
towards a better educational and economic situation for the young people with whom they
worked. In addition, Chapter Four showed that each project provided a limited amount of
support with finding jobs, education and training. However, from the data available,
engagement with the Safe Moves projects did not make an impact on the education, training
or employment status of young people including those who were in the highly excluded
situation of being ‘Not in Employment, Education or Training’ (NEET).

Health status and support needs

As aready noted, Safe Moves was primarily designed to promote housing stability and
prevent homel essness among young people who were at risk of homelessness. There is some
evidence of success in meeting this objective, as reported above. Although not a specific
objective, Safe Moves implicitly worked towards the improvement of the general well-being
of the young people with whom it worked.

With the exception of a quite marked fall in the tendency of young people to run away from
their current accommodation, as is described above, those young people who had worked
with Safe Moves (the closed cases) left the service with avery similar pattern of support
needs to those which they had when they arrived. Figure 5.4 shows that patterns of
offending, drug use, mental health problems and the rates at which young people where
known to social services or on the Child Protection Register did not alter significantly
between referral (‘ref’ in Figure 5.4) and their end of contact with the projects (*left’ in
Figure 5.4). No alteration was reported in the physical health needs or other support needs
reported in Figure 5.4, but which are not displayed here.
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Figure 5.4: Support needs and characteristics of closed cases (by percentage of

closed cases) Source: Project monitoring database (1% March 2003 to 31* March 2004)

Note: Base varies for different factors shown as some data were missing from the project monitoring database *
Known to social services department or on child protection register.

It is very important to note that the data shown in Figure 5.4 do not indicate a specific failure
by the Safe Moves projects. These projects were intended to have a beneficia effect on the
housing stability of young people at risk of homelessness, an effect that is demonstrable from
an analysis of the project monitoring database. It might be anticipated that greater stability
and security at home, or securing a home, for the young people with whom Safe Moves
worked would produce positive outcomes in respect of other support needs, but at the same
time, Safe Moves was a modest project with specific goalsin relation to housing stability, not
an attempt to produce a holistic service that would address all aspects of young people’'s
support, personal care and health care needs. Nonethel ess the following section does indicate
that qualitative measures of well-being had been influenced by the project.

Impact of the project: The perspective of service users and key agencies

Most of the young people interviewed felt that their lives had improved since being involved
with Safe Moves, however, it was clear that young people had to co-operate in order to
improve their situation and some young people, despite the best efforts of Safe Moves
workers, found this difficult. In turn, Safe Moves workers had to be proactive in sustaining
contact and in the early days of the pilot where systems were not sufficiently developed. This
was not always achieved. Success of the project, in short, relied on engagement, and the
relationship between the Safe Moves worker and/ or the family mediator or other workers.
Safe Moves could occasionally intervene in ayoung person’s live on a one-off basis (having
achat with ayoung person thinking about leaving home and persuading them to stay put) but
the majority of their work was based on longer term interventions that helped young people
sustain change over time.
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A number of young people explained how the service had made the difference between
staying and leaving the parental home; here the Safe Moves projects were achieving their key
aim of keeping home people in the family home. However, more importantly, the key change
for some of the young people was a positive change in how they felt about being at home
chiefly because they felt they could communicate to a greater extent with their parent (s) and
this gave them a greater sense of control over their lives. In particular, family mediation/
counselling services appeared to be having a significant and positive impact on young
people’ slives.

...If I hadn’t have come across Safe Moves 1’d probably be in a lot worse
circumstances than | have been in...1°d probably have ended up fighting with my
dad all the time and he would have thrown me out and | would have ended up in
the Foyer or living with a relative that | can’t stand.

(Y oung person)

Things would probably have got worse at home...1 think it would have been a lot
worse without Safe Moves...I feel more positive about things now...
(Y oung person)

Basically, because its got me and my mum talking properly again...
(Y oung person)

... Young people are staying at home rather than sleeping rough, they are
resolving issues of conflict rather than shutting the door and going, they are
realising that their housing aspirations, in reality are different....

(Safe Moves worker)

The projects also supported some people with making ‘ safe moves' into appropriate
supported or independent accommodation.

I am much happier living here on my own. | have had a lot of support from
people and | have sorted out which way | want to go with my life... ... If I had just
decided to leave home I think 1I’d have done very badly, | wouldn’t have known
where to turn, I would probably have ended up on the streets...

(Y oung person)

| think it would have been very difficult without Safe Moves because like when |
had to go to the council to sort out benefits and things to move here | wouldn’t
have known what to do and they helped me...
(Y oung person)

I rrespective of the young person’ s housing situation, contact with Safe Moves and related
services appeared to impact positively on young people' s overall attitudesto life and in
particular health and emotional well-being. Some of these changes are unlikely to be
observed in the statistical monitoring, but longitudina work with some young people showed
areal change in peopl€e’ s sense of control and levels of contentment with their lives. This
appeared to be particularly the case for young women working with the project. Four young
women aged 16 and 17 explained:
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| used to be a compulsive spender, | used to drink every day but since 1’ve met
[Safe Moves worker] and this lot it has all stopped, so it’s like helped me a
bit...[without their help] 1’d have probably done different things and not even
bothered with it...1 wouldn’t have done any of it, I’d have just stayed with my
mates, none of it would have clicked in my head...

(Y oung person)

When | had counselling and when | talked to [Connexions PA] it didn’t stop me
drinking or doing drugs...but being with [Safe Moves workers] really cheered me
up. It does have an impact...my attitude has changed completely. 1 still have an
anger problem...but since I’ve been talking to [Safe Moves workers] | haven’t
been in a fight and I haven’t been in trouble with the police...my life is so much
better now. 1’ve got goals now...

(Y oung person)

| was learning to live as a proper human being. | was learning how to live
without alcohol...without wanting to kill myself, learning how to build friendships
because | had lost them all, learning how to get about to someone actually liking
me...and she was there to tell me and to help me...basically just how to live, how

to have a normal life...
(Y oung person)

| am totally happy with everything in my life at the moment and | can’t say that it
has ever been like that before. But no, | am. I’ve settled down and | am happy
with everything that is going on and most of it is down to them [Safe Moves and
family mediator] and their help.

(Y oung person)

However, it was clear that Safe Moves could not transform everyone' s lives. In some cases
the project was ssmply helping to maintain young people in adifficult situation but
supporting them with this and helping ensure that life did not get worse. For example, Safe
moves supported some young people in foyers where young people were finding it difficult to
find adirection in life but where Safe Moves was helping them to keep aroof over their
heads and attempting to generate interest in training and jobs over along period of time.

It is just seeing them get up on a morning, get dressed, clean their flats, want to
be there, want to be looking for a job, wanting to get themselves sorted, with a
smiley face, instead of ‘oh’...when our phone rings asking, ‘where are you?’,
that’s success, they are going, ‘where are you’, ‘well, we’re on our way down
now’, ‘well, you said that...”, “‘we’re coming’, ‘alright, just reminding you that
you’ve got a meeting with me at 10.45’, “alright, we’re coming’, | think that’s
success: ‘where are you, are you coming, | want to fill that application form

out’...
(Safe Moves worker)

...they’ve kicked them up the backside and started looking at modern
apprenticeships, entry to employment, careers, re-payment programmes for rent

arrears...
(Agency representative)
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In addition, the projects highlighted the positive impact for the young people who became
peer mentors. Many of these young people, whilst in stable housing, were unemployed and
trying to find adirection in their lives and the peer training represented an opportunity to
build confidence and perhaps go on to more formal training or employment (see Chapter
Three for young people’' s views). In one area, a number of Safe Moves service users had also
undertaken the training and here it was also found to be a positive part of the project (here
they did not peer mentor other Safe Moves young people but used their skillsin welcoming
new people at the foyer).

The young people, as peer mentors, we’ve watched them grow, we’ve watched
them want to go into this line of work, thinking about education, these young
people are the NEET group, they are not engaged in education, and we’ve found
a creative way not only to be feel a part of something, you know, develop
something, learn and get a qualification that they can take with them...so in terms
of young people that we have trained, definitely they have gained and I know that
they would say the same.

(Safe Moves worker)

Benefits to other agencies

Key agency representatives involved with the project felt that the project had offered
significant benefits to their agencies in terms of working with a group of young people that,
prior to the project, were largely unsupported. Safe Moves was able to offer the support that
these other agencies would have liked to have been giving but were unable to do so asit was
either not their role or they simply did not have the resources to work intensively with young
people.

Housing agenciesin particular felt that Safe Moves was providing a housing related support
service that was invaluable and helped create and sustain an effective homel essness strategy
for the area. This appeared to be particularly the case in the two rura areas where there were
so few, or no, other housing support services for young people.

| think from our perspective, we are housing officers, we are not support workers
and it is nice to have a project like this that you can refer to because we don’t
have the skills needed for the young people we deal with and of course they cause
us major problems when we put them in B&B because of course they have lots of
problems, homelessness is not their only problem and the system does fall down,
completely fall down ...and up until now in [area] this has been left to the local
authority because of the lack of social services...so it has been good to have
someone to refer them to when we feel that they have deep problems that are way
out of our league.

(Agency representative)

From a local authority point of view, it was a gift, you’ve got another
organisation who is going to try and reduce the number of 16 and 17 year olds
that you deal with, so you’d welcome it with open arms wouldn’t you...It came at
a time when the legislation changed for us as well, because legislation said we
had to pick up 16 and 17 year olds....so there is now much more pressure, sSo we
have this arrangement where you can follow it the whole way through, where
Safe Moves are involved before that person has left the home, they plan, if they
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are going to move, can they stay there, what services are going to go in, and if
they do move... now you have somebody supporting them through that whole
process...

(Agency representative)

The Connexions Service in some areas felt very similar to the housing agencies, appraising
that Safe Moves was able to offer a complimentary service to their organisation. Two
Connexions PAs working with the project explained:

From my point of view it’s a gift, because | am a lone worker in [area]... that
frees me up to work with more clients, because when a young person presents
themselves as homeless, that is quite an intensive piece of work. Now | have done
that in the past, but now I have Safe Moves, with the young person’s permission, |
refer them to Safe Moves, and the young people who talk back to me are very,
very pleased with what they get.

(Agency representative)

Because in [area] there wasn’t anything, | think it was something that was much
needed because if young people were experiencing problems, a lot of the time
they wouldn’t even have anywhere to go, no-one would find out, they’d just go
down the route of crime, which I think a lot of them probably end up doing, or
just moving out of the area, and who knows? Certainly from my clients, they are
all housed somewhere, they are all safe and bar a couple they are all engaging in
employment or college or school.
(Agency representative)

Finally, a number of agency representatives commented how the service had acted asa
catalyst to bring agencies together in an area and to address homelessness. In particular, the
project had helped agencies to examine the issue in a new light — shifting the focus from
crisisintervention to a preventative approach. Whilst this had taken time in some areas (see
Chapter Two), are-orientation in thinking had occurred to a greater or lesser extent in all
areas.

Better equipped professionals...youth and community workers, learning mentors,

social services to a certain degree, Connexions PAs, youth offending workers,

different people — they have all been told, ‘look at risk’, look at identifying risk in

young people, early intervention, prevention, they’ve been told all this, but even

to me in the beginning, when you are told all this, it goes over your head, you

know it means something. And what Safe Moves has done, its had assessment

criteria where you can show something tangible, you know, if a young person is

experiencing this, they are likely to experience X...

(Agency representative)
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The costs of Safe Moves

Safe Moves was funded for a 19-month pilot period (September 2002 — March 2004).
Expenditure data, provided by the Foyer Federation, was examined by the research team,
including copies of the monthly expenditure returns sent to the Foyer Federation by each of
the pilot sites. According to the summary spreadshest, total expenditure (including residual
funding) to the end of March 2004 was £292,263. Total expenditure for the whole project
(including expenditure in April and May 2004 and new funding to date for the 2004/05
financial year) was estimated to be £345,733.

Funding sources and the overall budget

Table 5.5a shows the budgeted income for Safe Moves, Table 5.9b records the actual income
and Table 5.5c gives the percentage shares from each of the contributors. The tables show
that funding has been raised from a variety of sources, though mainly from several different
Government departments and/or programmes, reflecting the fact that youth homelessnessis
recognised as a problem by several different departments.

Table 5.5a:

Safe Moves — Budgeted Income

Budgeted Income (£)
Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Total
2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 Budgeted
Freemasons Grand Charity 50,000 - - 50,000
Connexions - 100,000 - 100,000
Department for Education and Skills — - 90,000 - 90,000
Children’s’ and Young Persons’ Unit
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister -
(ODPM) Homeless Directorate - 5,000 - 5,000
ODPM - Evaluation Division - 14,000 6,426 20,426
Youth Justice Board/National Probation - 30,000 30,000
Service
TOTALS 50,000 209,000 36,426 295,426
Source: Foyer Federation
Table 5.5b:
Safe Moves — Actual Income
Actual Income (£)
Received Received Received erTc(i)tl\?llatr?:h Tg;ale:;e
2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004 Sept 2004
Freemasons Grand Charity 50,000 - - 50,000 50,000
Connexions SNU - 100,020 - 100,020 100,020
DfES - CYPU - 22,500 - 22,500 90,000
ODPM — Homeless Directorate - 5,000 - 5,000 5,000
ODPM - Evaluation Division - 20,000 - 20,000 20,713
YJB/Nat Probation Service - - - - 30,000
TOTALS 50,000 147,520 - 197,520 295,733

Source: Foyer Federation
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Table 5.5c:
Safe Moves — Actual Income — Contributors’ Shares

Percentage Share of Actual Income

Freemasons Grand Charity 16.9%
Connexions SNU 33.8%
DfES — CYPU 30.4%
ODPM — Homeless Directorate 1.7%

ODPM - Evaluation Division 7.0%

YJB/National Probation Service 10.2%
TOTAL 100.0%

Central expenditure

Data provided by the Foyer Federation shows that central expenditure to the end of March
2004 was £114,137. This expenditure has been classified under five budget headings, as
shown in Table 5.6. The core costs are those incurred by the Foyer Federation for managing
the overall project; almost all of these costs occurred during the early months of the pilot,
including aresidential launch event. Most of the management costs have been incurred by the
overall Pilot Co-ordinator (fees and travel costs), working at a national strategic level to
promote and develop the project. Research and evaluation included the costs of the present
research and the design and running of a project database. Data provided by the Foyer
Federation for 2004/05 show central expenditure of £3,520 during April and May 2004 and
extra phase new funding of £10,420.

Table 5.6:
Expenditure to end March 2004 by Budget Heading

Expenditure (£)

2002/03 2003/04 Total % of Total
Core Costs 25,490 828 26,218 23.1%
Management Costs 18,162 12,147 30,309 26.5%
Residential 6,068 141 6,209 5.4%
Publicity & Dissemination 922 4,778 5,700 5.0%
Research & Evaluation 32,200 13,500 45,700 40.0%
Total 82,842 31,394 114,136 100.0%
% of Total 72.6% 27.4% 100.0%

Source: Foyer Federation

Pilot site expenditure

Total expenditure by the four pilot sitesis shown in Table 5.7. The total expenditure to the
end of March 2004 of £180,526 includes residual (unspent) funding totalling £21,028; this
gives atotal expenditure of £294,662 to the end of March 2004 when central expenditure
(£114,136) isincluded. If the residual funding is excluded, total expenditure by the four pilot
sites during this period was £159,498. The table also shows the estimated expenditurein
2004/05 during the extra phase for each site (with an overall total of £33,000)%; Total
expenditure by the pilot sites, according to thistable, will therefore be £216,996.

8 However, it should be noted that expenditure of £3,470 by Wolverhampton in April 2004, central
expenditure of £3,520 during April and May and £10,420 of extra phase new funding for central expenditure are
excluded from thistotal.
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Table 5.7:
Total Expenditure by the Pilot Sites

2002/03 2003/04 Residual Total to end | Estimates for

Funding March 2004 Extra Phase*

Birmingham 12,237 29,663 5,322 47,222 7,500
Wolverhampton 8,571 27,083 6,081 41,735 7,500
Ryedale 7,000 39,806 1,940 48,746 10,500
Felixstowe 5,673 29,465 7,685 42,823 7,500
TOTAL 33,481 126,017 21,028 180,526 33,000

* This excludes expenditure by Wolverhampton of £3,470 in April 2004
Source: Foyer Federation

Table 5.8 shows the total expenditure by the four pilot sites by budget heading. Total
expenditure by the four pilot sites to the end of March 2004, including residual funding of
£21,028, was £180,525. Although the project officially started in September 2002, 79 per
cent (almost four-fifths) of the expenditure (excluding the residual funding) was incurred in
2003/04 as the pilots took afew months to get up and running.

Staff costs comprised dlightly over three-quarters (77.2 per cent) of expenditure by the pilot
sites — this heading included staff salaries and (where made) payments for supervision. The
programme material heading accounted for the next highest percentage of expenditure (9 per
cent) — this includes money spent on purchasing mediation services from local providers by
two of the pilot sites. Capital expenditure (5.5 per cent) was mainly incurred during 2002/03
(i.e. when the projects were in their set-up phases). Running costs (3.1 per cent) included
some payments made to mentors, though the costs of training mentors are recorded under
recruitment and training (2.5 per cent). Finally, staff travel (2.7 per cent) accounted for a
similar proportion of overall expenditure as recruitment and training. No specific costs have
been recorded for providing life skills training (this may have been provided free of charge to
referred clients by local educational establishments or provided by the Pilot Site Managers as
part of their activity);
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Table 5.8:
Total expenditure by pilot sites, by budget heading

Expenditure (£)

2002/03 2003/04 Total % of Total
Staff Costs 23,334 99,837 123,171 77.2%
Staff Travel 353 4,007 4,360 2.7%
Recruitment & Training 1,550 2,468 4,018 2.5%
Running Costs 1,722 3,151 4,873 3.1%
Capital Costs 6,183 2,528 8,711 5.5%
Programme Material 339 14,026 14,364 9.0%
Total (excl residual funding) 33,481 126,017 159,497 100.0%
% of Total 21.0% 79.0% 100.0%
Residual funding 21,028
Total (incl residual funding) 180,525

Source: Foyer Federation

Table 5.9 summarises the main areas of expenditure by each pilot site. Staff costs varied
between 66.3 per cent of total costs (Suffolk) to 83.4 per cent (Wolverhampton). Staff travel
varied significantly according to whether the project was urban or rural based. In particular,
nearly 6 per cent of the budget in Ryedale consisted of travel costs, here the project was
working between two rural bases (Malton and Pickering) accounting for the higher cost than
Suffolk where the project worked chiefly from one site in Felixstowe. Recruitment and
training again was higher as a proportion of total cost in the rural areas; this also included the
training of mentors.

Capital costs varied by project from 2 per cent in Ryedale to 10.5 per cent in Suffolk, and
reflected the availability of differing amounts of capital resources to the host agencies, that is,
in part the extent of ‘in-kind' resources available from partner agencies (for example, the
Ryedale project worked from a Community Education office where facilities were provided).
Running costs (to cover telephones, mobile phones, ongoing office costs and peer expensesin
one project) varied less from project to project, with alow of 1 per cent in Suffolk and high
of 5 per cent in Wolverhampton.

Programme material costs represented 13-15 per cent of total costsin Birmingham and
Suffolk, compared to 2-6 per cent in Wolverhampton and Ryedale. Expenditure on family
mediation was included within this heading, and as shown in Chapter Four, the former two
projects purchased more support in this area. For example, atotal of £4,500 was spent on
family mediation in Birmingham since September 2003 (at a fixed charge of £500 per young
person) and £3,780 for mediation services in Suffolk. This compared to an expenditure of
£372 on family mediation in Wolverhampton (after an introduction agency fee).
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Table 5.9:
Expenditure by pilot site

Expenditure (£ 2002/03 and 2003/4)
Birmingham Wolverhampton | Ryedale Suffolk

Staff Costs 79.6% 83.4% 78.5% 66.3%
Staff Travel 0.6% 0.2% 5.8% 3.8%
Recruitment & Training - 1.7% 4.5% 3.7%
Running Costs 2.3% 4.9% 3.7% 1.2%
Capital Costs 3.8% 7.1% 1.9% 10.5%
Programme Material 13.7% 2.6% 5.6% 14.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Total (£) 41,900 35,654 48,806 35,138
Residual funding(£) 5,322 6,081 1,940 5,673
Extra Phase New Funding

(2004/05) 7,500 7,500 10,500 7,685

Source: Foyer Federation

The recorded costs at each pilot excluded values for services provided in kind — obviously
costs would be higher and the percentage shares would alter if the market costs of such
services were included. Each pilot was asked to estimate in-kind costs for a 12 month period;
these included (costs were not available for Suffolk):

Birmingham: A Connexions PA seconded to the project for 2.5 days per week during the
pilot period, with an “in kind” value of £15,000 over 12 months. In addition, use of the foyer/
St Basils offices. Staff supervision by Trident HA for the first 12 months.

Wolverhampton: A total of £15,900 including: Connexions Team Leader — supervision (2
days/month): £2,800; Foyer Co-ordinator — project management and supervision (1
day/week): £6,000; Administration (2 days/month): £1,500; Connexions Manager — funding
(5 days): £800; Connexions PA (1 day/week): £4,800.

Ryedale: Estimated annual in kind contributions (totalling £4,300) are: Broadband/tel ephone:
£300; Room rent: £1,000; North Y orkshire Community Education: £2,000; Connexions PA
support: £1,000.

Costs of continuing and replicating a Safe Moves service

The costs presented above summarise the central and site-specific costs (real and in kind)
associated with the pilot period. Although each pilot site had its own characteristics and
developed a service to meet local needs and to complement other local related provision,
some broad trends can be identified. These will be of interest to the pilot sites, as they seek
to continue their service, and to potential new sites. Table 5.10 summarises the pilot phase
costsin aformat that indicates the likely set-up costs and annual budget needed for a Safe
Moves service.
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Table 5.10:
Summary of Key Costs (£) Incurred by Sites during Pilot Phase

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Felixstowe
Capital Costs (Set Up Costs) 1,606 2,527 903 3,675
Staff Costs in 2003/04 23,278 24,705 30,255 21,599
Running Costs in 2003/04 29,663 27,083 38,903 27,840
Estmated (Minimum) Annualin Kind 15,000 15,900 4300 | Not available
Estimated Budget for 2004/05 Not available 42,000 42,000 42,100

Each pilot project has submitted a budget for 2004/5 and it appears that £42,000 seemsto be
appropriate for established sites. Set-up (capital) costs - computers and related items ranged
from £903 - £3,675; a budget of about £2,500 should be sufficient for most new sites. Staff
costs generally account for 75 per cent - 80 per cent of annual expenditure. However, thiswill
depend crucially on any in-kind support and the extent to which some services, such as
mediation, need to be purchased from external agencies. Sufficient resources need to be
allocated to family mediation and peer mentoring to sustain both of these key services. The
actual annual costs incurred by a Safe Moves site will depend upon a variety of factors,
including:

0 Provision of in kind resources (staff and/or office space);

0 Local availability of other services focusing on preventing and responding to teenage
homelessness (e.g. alocal Foyer or YMCA);

0 Local availahility of other important support services, such as family mediation (one pilot
site paid £500 per family for this, which may provide a useful benchmark) and their costs;

o0 Transport costs (likely to be significantly higher in rural areas).

The value of central input must not be excluded. All of the pilot sites benefited from the
central support provided by the Foyer Federation and particularly the National Coordinator.
Over the 18-month pilot period, this totalled £68,436 (excluding the funds spent on the
external evaluation), or about £3,800 per month on average. This suggests an average
monthly central support cost of £950 per pilot site (or £11,400 per year). It is not possible to
determine if this average support cost per site will increase or decrease as the number of sites
increases.

Unit costs of Safe Moves

Table 3.2 shows the numbers of young people referred to and accepted by the Safe Moves
projects between 1 March 2003 and 31 March 2004 (i.e. aperiod of 13 months). Table5.11
shows the average cost per accepted client under several cost assumptions.
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Estimates of the average cost per accepted client

Table 5.11:

Birmingham Wolverhampton Ryedale Suffolk
Number of Acceptances
(13 months) 31 64 30 27
Estimated 13-month running costs
(2003/04) 32,135 29,340 42,145 30,160
Average cost per client 1,037 458 1,405 1,117
Estimated 13 month running costs 48,385 46,565 46,803 Not available
including payments in kind
Average cost per client 1,561 728 1,560 Not available
Average cost per client based on .
estimated budget For 2004/05 Not available 711 1,517 1,689
Estimated Budget for 2004/05 Not available 42,000 42,000 42,100

Table 5.11 reveals that the average cost per client in Wolverhampton is about half that for the
other sites, as about twice as many clients were seen by this pilot. The average cost per client
in Wolverhampton (taking account of payments in kind) during the pilot phase was about
£730, this compared to an average cost per client at Birmingham and Ryedale of about
£1,560, including in-kind costs. Excluding in-kind costs, average cost per client was
approximately £500 in Wolverhampton, 1,000 in Birmingham, £1,100 in Suffolk and £1,400
in Ryedale.

Potential cost consequences without Safe Moves: Does Safe Moves offer value for money?

Due to the innovative nature of Safe Moves, there are no other similar schemes that can be
used for cost comparisons. Safe in the City shares some similar characteristics, but had a
very specific (and urban) focus; the budget® was of a different scale attracting £12 million
over 6 years, with individual cluster schemes costing between £245,000 and £310,000. In
short, Safe Moves is a much more modest project in comparison. Below, value for money is
considered by identifying some of the potential cost savings that may have been incurred
without Safe Moves. These are briefly considered from two perspectives — those relating to
young people aged 13 — 15 and those for older teenagers.

i) Alternatives for 13 — 15 year olds.

Where the schemes have helped younger teenagers, they have tended to enable the young
person to remain (or return to) living with one or more members of their family (see earlier in
this chapter). If such problems cannot be resolved, these children may have to be taken into
care, which isvery expensive. Fostering may be another outcome.

Cost estimates for local authority community homes for children are drawn from two sources.
The highly regarded unit costs published by the PSSRU for 2003 (Netten and Curtis, 2003)
estimate £2,255 establishment costs (i.e. capital costs of buildings, land and equipment and
salaries and other revenue costs) per resident week or £2,522 care package costs (i.e. also
includes costs of social work and other services) per resident week. These equate to annual
costs per resident of £117,260 and £131,144 respectively. PSSRU 2003 also includes an

o See www.safeinthecity.org.uk (select research) for more information. Funding for Safe in the City

came from avariety of sources including Single Regeneration Budget - London Development Agency,
European Social Fund, Neighbourhood Renewal funding and Connexions.
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estimated unit cost of local authority foster care of £593 per child per week (or £30,836 over
ayear). This comprises the following costs per child per week: £305 for boarding out
allowances and administration; £136 for social work support and £152 for other services,
including health, education and social services.

Furthermore, these are just the annual costs for the residential home or foster family
placement; they exclude any longer-term cost consequences arising due being placed in such
care. Itiswell known that living in residential care increases the risk of low educational
attainment, which in turn can adversely affect job opportunities and lifetime earnings,
possibly resulting in social exclusion. Safe Moves, with an annual budget of about £40,000
per site, offers excellent value for money if only one young teenager is prevented from
moving into residential care.

ii) Alternatives for Older Teenagers

Local housing authorities are responsible for accommodating 16-17 year olds who are
deemed to be statutorily homeless; they will also require considerable support. Homeless
older teenagers may also require help and support, but are not a statutory responsibility unless
assessed as ‘vulnerable’ under the homelessness legislation. A recent report from the New
Policy Institute for the charity Crisis (Kenway and Palmer, 2003) identifies a range of costs
associated with single homelessness. Those directly related to housing and support services
areshown in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12:
Estimated Unit Costs by Category of Selected Costs Associated with Homelessness

Unit Cost (£)

Cost Category Cost Borne By Low Best High
Temporary Accommodation:

Hostel (per week) Local Authority 300 400 450
Refuge (per week) - 400

B&B (per week) Local Authority 150

Support Services:
Outreach worker, specialising in

multiple needs (per week) Various 30 60
Advice/support services at hostel or
day centre (per session) Various 20 30

Potential Resettlement:
Interview and processing (per

application) Local Authority 450 650 850
Floating support to help maintain
tenancy (per week) Various 30 60

Source: Kenway, P. and Palmer, G. (2003). How Many? How Much? Single Homelessness and the Question of Numbers
and Cost, Report for Crisis prepared by the New Policy Institute.

The costsin Table 5.12 indicate some of the potentia costs, primarily to local authorities, that
may occur because a single young person is homeless. For example, an annual cost of a
young person living in ahostel rather than in the parental home would be in excess of
£20,000. The processing of one application for resettlement for by the local authority costs
approximately £650. Failed tenancies al so impose costs on landlords: based on other
research, the Crisis report includes a“best” estimate of £2,800 per episode. Many of these
costs are prevented due to the intervention of Safe Moves.
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Furthermore, the above costs exclude any costs that may subsequently be incurred by the
NHS or the Criminal Justice System if homeless teenagers become rough sleepers. These can
be substantial in both the short term and the longer term. For example, physical and
psychological health can suffer, with lifelong consequences, especially if the young person
becomes involved in drug abuse and/or criminal activity. These costs also exclude any cost
consequences associated with young people not being in education, employment or training
(i.e. of being NEET). These too can be substantial over a person’s lifetime and being
homeless and/or NEET as an older teenager may reduce employment opportunities and
earnings and increase the risk of social exclusion. Although the pilot projects do not seem to
have had a significant impact on young people who are NEET on referral (see earlier in
chapter), by working closely with Connexions and other agencies, the project may have
prevented some young people from becoming NEET in the first place.

Overall, when considered a ongside some of the potential cost consequences in the absence of
Save Moves, an average cost of up to £1,600 per client seems to offer very good value for
money for local authorities and central government, as well as helping to reduce the risk of
social exclusion, the costs of which fall on many agencies and, indeed, on society as awhole.

Conclusion

This chapter has examined the costs and impacts of the Safe Moves service. Safe Moves was
amodest project, both in terms of size and cost but it appeared to be effective in achieving
one of its main aims of helping young people at risk of homelessness to remain safely in the
parental home at arelatively low cost. The key findings are:

= An effective Safe Moves service can be considered good value for money.

=  Supporting young people to stay in the parental home was they key success of the
project.

» Safe Moves also appeared to have helped reduce young people’' s tendency to run
away from home.

= The monitoring data suggests that Safe Moves had no impact on education, training or
employment outcomes or on the support needs (other than housing) of young people,
but these were not the main aims of the project.

= Qualitative data from interviews with young people and key agencies suggest that
Safe Moves had a positive impact on young peopl€’'s confidence, self-esteem,
emotional well-being and motivation and it seemslikely that, over the longer term,
these benefits will have a positive impact on the young peopl€e’s life chances and
attainment.
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6  Conclusions

This report has evaluated the development of the Safe Moves initiative over the full pilot
period (October 2002 — March 2004). The pilot project enabled the Safe Moves model to be
tested and developed in four areas of England — Birmingham, Wolverhampton, Ryedale and
Suffolk. By April 2005, al four pilots were still operating and continuing to develop within
their local context. Thisfinal chapter presents the key conclusions of the independent
evaluation of the service.

The Safe Moves model: Developing a local service

The Safe Moves model was established as a preventative project that would assist young
people who were at risk of homelessness. The model envisaged that a Coordinator would be
appointed to develop and broker three sets of services: peer mentoring, family mediation and
life-skills. Assessed by the Coordinator, young people aged between 13 and 19 would be
offered one or more of the servicesto meet their needs.

Thefirst challenge of the project was, however, to establish the Safe Moves services within a
local context. The services were all developed outside London in areas (with one exception)
where there were few other services for homeless people. Because of this, structures took
longer to put into place and core services had to be developed from first principles. Family
mediation services proved difficult to identify locally, particularly in the rural areas and it
proved necessary to recruit specialist workers to provide this service. Even where family
mediation services existed these were not providing services for the younger age group and
therefore they had to be adapted to extend their services to this new client group. Peer
mentoring proved easier to establish in the two urban areas, but again facilities to train young
people as peer mentors were not available in the two rural locations. Projects therefore had to
identify out of authority resources to support this aspect of work. Finaly, formal life-skills
training appropriate for young people living at home was also not available (unless part of a
specific service such as a Pupil Referral Unit). Whilst it was possible for foyers to offer some
life-skillstraining for the older age groups, resources had to be developed at a national level
to fill the gap in life-skills for the under 16 age group - the resultant package, ‘Me, Mysalf, I,
only becoming available in 2004.

Partly due to the difficulties in establishing the core services, the Safe Moves pilots
developed flexibly to meet young peopl€e’ s support needs by offering a more diverse set of
services than originally envisaged. In effect, a core and cluster model was devel oped whereby
Safe Moves has offered the three key services where possible but supplemented this with
other types of support. The pilots became a direct provider of support to young people as well
as acting as a service broker as in the origina model. Safe Moves coordinators extended their
remit to provide arange of assistance to young people including help with finding
accommodation, advice on education, training and employment, practical support, advocacy
aswell as more general life-skills support (although ‘formal’ life-skills programmes were il
being developed). The pilot experience served to demonstrate the considerable lead-in time
needed to establish an innovative service of this nature, and as aresult of this, aswell asin
response to need, that a more dynamic Safe Moves model can be delivered along a core and
cluster structure.
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Delivering services

Over 150 young people used the Safe Moves services over athirteen month period (March
2003-March 2004), with 80 using the service at the end of the pilot project. Just under half of
the young people were living in the parental home at referral, and a high proportion of young
people were at risk of homelessness in terms of past experiences of running away,

homel essness and health and support needs.

Nearly threein ten young people accessed family mediation services and/or life-skills
training. A smaller proportion received a peer mentor service, as the identification of training
and provision of ongoing support to mentors meant the service was still in itsinfancy at the
end of the pilot. A significant proportion of young people also received assistance with
accessing appropriate accommodation, job and training support and practical support.
Although not all young people wanted to access al services (for example, some people did
not feel that family mediation was appropriate), those that did use the services usually valued
them greatly. Y oung people spoke particularly highly of the family mediation/ counselling
services in helping them cope better with difficult issues at home. A general support service
provided by project workers was also experienced as especially helpful to their lives.

Overall, the projects operated most successfully where they adopted aflexible, but integrated,
approach. For example, family mediation services appeared to work best where mediators
were either recruited as dedicated workers for the project or were delivered by the same
agency. This also enabled coordination between the Coordinator and the family mediation
service. In addition, services were particularly successful in engaging with young people
where a proactive approach was adopted to keeping in touch with young people, where staff
worked on an outreach basis rather than expecting young people to visit a particular site to
access the service. A number of young people lost contact with the project and thiswas likely
to be aresult of alack of sustained contact with young people.

The effectiveness of Safe Moves was greatly dependent on, and enhanced by, good inter-
agency relationships at alocal level. Connexions services operated differently across the
country and were able to provide differing levels of support, however in most areas they
operated as a key referral agency, and the Safe Moves worker worked closely with one or two
local Personal Advisors to ensure appropriate services were offered. A range of other referral
agencies were also important, from housing agencies to schools and the police. A lack of
inter-agency support, however, also impeded the progress of the project —in particular, all
projects experienced difficultiesin gaining the support of social services, akey gap given the
age group of half of the young people. In addition, an absence of data sharing protocols at a
local level aso hindered progressin some areas.

The prevention of youth homelessness

The Safe Moves model had an overall aim to prevent youth homelessness. By the end of the
pilot project, thisaim was clearly understood and agreed by key local playersin each area.
However, early in the pilot process, agencies found it difficult to move from working
according to areactive, crisis approach to homel essness to a more proactive, preventative
focus. This was perhaps not surprising given the relative newness of this policy objective and
the fact that the key partners, particularly homelessness agencies, were used to responding to
housing crisis situations faced by young people. This experience however highlighted the
need for considerable attention to referral and assessment procedures in setting up such a
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scheme in order to target young people in most need of preventative services. Over the course
of the pilot, an increasing proportion of young people were referred who were still living at
home and were under the age of 16 age group, whilst fewer already homeless young people
were accepted for the service. Nonethel ess, the projects did continue to work with some
young people who needed re-housing immediately.

The key success of the service in terms of outcomes was in supporting young people to
remain in the parental home. The vast majority of young people referred whilst living in the
parental home were still living there at the end of the pilot or when their case was closed. A
small number of young people also successfully moved back to the parental home from an
insecure housing setting. A number of people were also assisted in accessing appropriate
accommodation where the family home was unsuitable. The service however did not succeed
in achieving positive housing outcomes for all young people — for example, a number of
young people remained in insecure housing at the end of the pilot. Qualitative work also
showed that some young people were being supported in transitional accommodation, and
here Safe Moves was helping young people to maintain rather than move on from this
accommodation. In addition, Safe Moves did not appear to have helped young people to exit
NEET status although it is possible that they assisted some young people from becoming
NEET. Finally, the recorded health status of young people remained unchanged, however
qualitative work indicated that some young people reported considerably better emotional
well-being following the project’ s interventions.

The costs of Safe Moves

The eighteen month Safe Moves pilot cost £300,000 (national and local costs). A range of
funders supported the pilot programme including Connexions, the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister, the Department for Employment and Skills, the Home Office and Freemasons
Grand Charity. Each pilot cost between £35-47,000 excluding ‘in-kind’ costs provided by the
host and partner agencies. The majority of these funds were spent on employing one or more
staff to coordinate and deliver the service, however specific funds were also available to
purchase family mediation services and for peer mentoring training.

A calculation of unit costs revealed an average cost per client ranging between £500 and
£1,400 across the four projects, with an overall average of approximately £1,000 (excluding
‘in-kind’ costs). This compares to the average cost of £400 aweek for a hostel bed, £650 for
processing alocal authority homelessness application and £2,800 for afailed tenancy. For the
younger age group, foster care costs an average of £593 aweek. Given the benefits of Safe
Movesin assisting young people at the risk of homelessness to remain safely in the parental
home, an effective Safe Moves service can be considered good value for money.

A modest (in both size and cost) preventative project like Safe Moves cannot hope to solve
homelessness at alocal level, however the pilot experience suggests that it can have a
positive impact on the lives of a highly vulnerable group of young people. In turn, this offers
benefits and cost savings to other local agencies working with these young people. The pilot
demonstrated that a Safe Moves project can have a significant impact at alocal level,
particularly pronounced in rural areas, in making a contribution to local homel essness
strategies.
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