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Executive Summary 
 
This Final Evaluation Report presents results from the process and impact evaluation of 

the two-year Victorian pilot of the THM-Corrections Housing Pathways Initiative  

(THM-CHPI).  

 

The Initiative represents one of the Victorian Office of Housing’s ‘Joined Up 

Initiatives’. These initiatives form part of the Victorian Homelessness Strategy (VHS), 

which seeks to reduce homelessness through the implementation of collaborative 

ventures (both across sectors and within divisions of the Office of Housing) that target 

particularly vulnerable sub-groups of the homeless population. The THM-CHPI is a 

partnership involving the Office of Housing and Corrections Victoria, and forms a 

component of the latter’s Correctional Long Term Management Strategy (CLTMS).  

One of the aims of the CLTMS is to reduce recidivism among individuals exiting 

prison.  

 

Within this interwoven network of broad policy frameworks, the THM-Corrections 

Housing Pathways Initiative is an empirically-informed collaboration between 

correctional and housing services that seeks to reduce homelessness and re-offending 

among those who exit the prison system. 

 

Background   
 
 
The homeless population is heterogenous and consists of numerous sub-groups, each 

presenting a unique set of issues and challenges.  Research across numerous 

jurisdictions has repeatedly demonstrated that unitary responses to homelessness are 

ineffective. Instead, a flexible and multi-modal approach that emphasises a continuity 

of support consistently produces superior processes and results.    

 

Research indicates that prisoners exiting correctional institutions represent a 

particularly vulnerable sub-group of the homeless population. As a result of 

circumstances prior to imprisonment, and / or the impact of the experience of 

incarceration, released prisoners often have reduced accommodation options, housing 



 

 
 
   
 

maintenance skills, and resources. The resulting lack of access to, and stability of, 

housing has been identified as a significant obstacle to reintegration for this sub-group, 

and a risk factor for recidivism. In criminological terms, a lack of stable housing has 

been identified as an offence-related ‘criminogenic need’. Recent research in forensic 

settings has underlined that interventions that address the criminogenic needs of 

offender sub-groups, while also building on the offender’s resources, supports and 

coping mechanisms, hold the most potential to reduce recidivism.  

 

The Initiative  
 
 
The THM-CHPI responds to the above concerns and is a product of the Victorian 

Homelessness Strategy, the Corrections Long Term Management Strategy and the 

Reducing Reoffending Framework, and represents an effort on the part of government 

to construct a cross-disciplinary, empirically informed and proactive set of measures 

that have the following aims:  

 

• To reduce the incidence of homelessness among people exiting prison;   

• To improve the transitional experience of people exiting prison; 

• To reduce the re-offending rate among people who achieve a positive housing 

outcome through the program (thus reducing prison numbers); and 

• To collect data on the housing needs of people exiting prisons to assist in 

quantifying the level and type of need among this under-researched group. 

 

The Initiative was piloted in three prisons in Victoria: the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre in 

Deer Park (which holds both remand and sentenced women across all security levels), 

Port Phillip Prison in Laverton (a privately-owned maximum security prison for men), 

and Fulham Correctional Centre in Sale (a privately-owned medium / minimum 

security prison for men).     

 

Existing Victorian housing / welfare services were contracted by the funding bodies of 

the Initiative to provide either the housing or support components of the Initiative. The 

Office of Housing funded the provision of independent housing workers based in the 



 

 
 
   
 

community (known as Housing Placement Workers – ‘HPWs’), to regularly visit each 

of the participating correctional facilities. The agencies contracted to provide the 

Housing Placement Workers are Salvation Army Adult Services for Men (Flagstaff), 

Women’s Housing Limited (WHL) (both located in Melbourne) and Community 

Housing Limited (CHL) (located in Morwell). 

 

Corrections Victoria funded the provision of the support component through contracts 

with Initiative Support Providers (ISPs). Agencies contracted to provide the support 

component of the program (ISPs) include the Australian Community Support 

Organisation (ACSO), Flat Out, and Salvation Army Adult Services for Men 

(Flagstaff), all of which are located in Melbourne. Support services located outside the 

metropolitan area include: Child and Family Services Ballarat  (CFSB), and Kilmany 

Family Care (KFC) (located in Sale).   

 
Across each of the three prison locations, existing prison staff (often welfare or 

program staff) were appointed as Housing Liaison Officers (HLOs) for the purposes of 

this Initiative. These were to be the main point of liaison within the prison for HPWs, 

and are to screen referrals before forwarding eligible clients to the HPW. 

 

Tenancy Administration Workers (TAWs) based at Transitional Housing Management 

(THM) services are responsible for the maintenance of the program’s properties and 

other tenancy administration, such as rent collection, tenancy agreements, and so on. 

Transitional Housing Managers responsible for providing housing services for this 

Initiative are: Hanover Housing Services, Women’s Housing Limited, Metro West 

Housing Services, North East Housing Services Limited, Community Housing Limited, 

Salvation Army Housing Service (Eastcare), Society of St Vincent de Paul, Argyle 

Street Housing Services (Barwon region), Community Housing Limited in Morwell, 

and Uniting Care Outreach Centre in Ballarat. In broad terms, the Transitional Housing 

Manager’s function is to provide effective management and infrastructure to maximise 

the capacities of homeless people (Victorian Department of Human Services, Office of 

Housing, 2002). In the current context, THM services are responsible for liaising with 

Initiative Support Providers to monitor tenancy and property availability.  

 



 

 
 
   
 

Commencement of the THM-CHPI Pilot was staggered. Three Housing Placement 

Workers began work in the prisons between November 2001 and January 2002. Four of 

the Initiative Support Providers began supplying the support component in mid April 

2002 (the fifth began in June 2002) (see Figure Four in the Introduction section for 

more detail of this chronology).   

 

The independent evaluation of the program was undertaken by the Forensic Psychology 

Program at Deakin University and commenced in June 2002. Data for the first and 

second phase of the ongoing monitoring and evaluation process were collected from 

September 2002 to February 2003, and were presented in the Preliminary Evaluation 

Report (Bartholomew, Evans & Patton, 2003). Key issues that emerged in the 

Preliminary Evaluation Report included topics such as: the need for more specific 

protocol development, concerns about intake and assessment practices, disparate data 

collection procedures, role conflict among workers, the impact of limited property 

vacancy periods, slow housing acquisition, and the enhancement of inter-agency 

communication. The Preliminary Evaluation Report concluded with 19 

recommendations that addressed the above issues and more.  

 

Data for the third phase of the evaluation were collected from February 2003 to January 

2004, and were presented in the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew, Patton, 

Balkin, Stock & Evans, 2004).  Key areas of consideration in the Interim Evaluation 

Report included: concerns regarding the location of some housing stock, ongoing intake 

and assessment concerns, continuing issues with data collection and reporting, 

disengagement-related matters, ongoing concerns regarding the property vacancy 

period, and the need to streamline HPW to ISP referral processes. The Interim 

Evaluation Report ended with 21 recommendations that addressed the above issues and 

more.  

 

Data for the final phase of the evaluation were collected from January 2004 to June 

2004, and inform this Final Evaluation Report. 

 

The Evaluation  

 



 

 
 
   
 

The process and impact evaluation of the THM-CHPI had several objectives: 
 
 
1. To document the Pilot Initiative’s development and progress; 

2. To scrutinise the development, utility and application of Initiative policies and 

protocols;  

3. To ascertain where implementation of the Pilot may be improved, and identify 

process concerns; 

4. To track client movement through the Initiative and assess the co-ordination and 

liaison mechanisms across each site; 

5. To provide preliminary data about whether the Initiative reduced the re-

offending rate among persons who achieved a housing outcome; 

6. To ascertain whether the Initiative reduced the incidence of homelessness 

among persons exiting prison across the three sites1; and 

7. To make informed recommendations regarding the above where applicable.  

 
The Introduction to this Final Evaluation Report provides an edited review of relevant 

and recent policy, research, service delivery and evaluation trends in both the housing 

and correctional sectors. A more exhaustive review was presented in the Introduction to 

the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004). Both reviews highlight 

features that are indicative of effective reintegration programs (eg timely and accurate 

assessment of need, a clear continuum of cross-sectoral collaboration, and consistency 

of follow-up, to name a few).  These criteria are collated and subsequently employed as 

additional means by which the Initiative’s standing and performance is assessed in the 

current Report.  

 
Types and Sources of Data 
 
As one means of addressing the first four of the above stated objectives (via the criteria 

highlighted in the Introduction), the evaluation undertook qualitative data collection 

and analysis. Multiple in-depth interviews were conducted with program workers, 

management personnel and participants of the Initiative.  For the current phase of the 

evaluation, interviews were conducted with two Initiative management staff from 

                                                 
1 The Office of Housing does not have systems in place that allow for follow-up data to be collected 
about the housing trajectories of THM-CHPI (or other) client groups. Although mechanisms are being 
constructed that will allow such follow-up in the future, these are not currently available. For this reason, 
aggregate data regarding longer term housing ‘outcomes’ for program participants are not accessible. 



 

 
 
   
 

Corrections Victoria and three from the Office of Housing. Further, all ISPs (n=7), 

HPWs (n=3) and their managers (n=7) were interviewed. Two Housing Liaison 

Officers (HLOs) at Fulham Prison and one at the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre were 

interviewed (there was no HLO at Port Phillip Prison at the time of writing) and five 

Transitional Housing Managers (THMs) were also interviewed. These interviews 

addressed topics such as: assessment and referral procedures, data collection, 

interagency collaboration and general perceptions of the program. 

 

Detailed, semi-structured interviews were also conducted with clients of this Initiative.  

Thirty-five interviews were conducted with Initiative participants during this fourth 

phase of data collection. Of these, 13 were pre-release participants, and 22 were 

interviewed post-release. Questions posed to Initiative participants addressed a range of 

issues including: general perceptions of the Initiative, knowledge of the Initiative’s 

purposes and scope, experiences with workers / agencies, perceived strengths of, and 

gaps in, service delivery, property-related issues, and perceived effects of the Initiative 

on both their likelihood of re-offending, and other areas of participants’ lives (eg 

relationships with partners and family, drug issues etc). In addition, eight of the 

participants who were interviewed in the third phase of data collection were re-

interviewed in the fourth phase.  The aim of re-interviewing these participants was to 

obtain some preliminary indicators of  longer-term housing trajectories.  

  

The above stated evaluation aims include documenting the program’s development and 

progress, tracking client movement (into / through various housing outcomes), and 

assessing the co-ordination and liaison mechanisms across each site. In order to further 

explore these objectives, the current phase of the evaluation also employed quantitative 

data. Monthly records of client contacts were collected from each service provider, and 

these were collated and analysed. This process provided demographic profiles of 

program participants, and aggregate (as well as agency-specific) data about living 

arrangements before prison, the types and level of assistance required and provided, and 

outcomes. Subsequent analysis of these data also included comparisons of client 

profiles and service delivery across sites, and inspection of relationships between 

relevant ‘input’ and ‘output’ variables. Use of qualitative and quantitative data and 

                                                                                                                                               
With this in mind, the evaluation has attempted to ‘track’ the progress of a proportion of Initiative clients. 
These data are presented in this Final Evaluation Report.  



 

 
 
   
 

analysis enabled salient issues to be explored in a multi-faceted way that explicated 

both outcomes and process.   

 

In addition, the fourth phase of data collection involved obtaining background 

‘correctional’ information for 103 participants who had provided their consent for the 

evaluation team to do so (this sub-sample is termed the ‘Consent’ group of 

participants).  These data provided the means for addressing the sixth evaluation 

objective (see page V for details of this objective). 

 

Further, primary data from an Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute 

(AHURI) study conducted by Baldry, McDonnell, Maplestone and Peeters (2003) 

entitled Ex-prisoners and Accommodation: What bearing do different forms of housing 

have on social reintegration? were obtained in this final stage of data collection, and a 

selection of this study’s sample were utilised as a comparison group. In order to 

contextualise findings, the housing and recidivism outcomes of Initiative participants 

are compared with those of the Baldry et al. (2003) sample at relevant times during this 

Final Evaluation Report.  

 

 

 

 

Key Findings 

 

Presentation of data and findings is divided into sections that relate to the processing 

stages of: intake and assessment, tenancy and support, and housing and recidivism 

outcomes. In addition, indepth profiles of participants are presented, and issues relating 

to current practices of data recording / reporting are identified. Major findings are 

summarised below. With regard to participants and potential participants, it is noted 

that:  

 

 In total, 906 potential participants were assessed for eligibility for the Initiative 

during the pilot. 

 One hundred and thirty-three of these entered one of the Initiative properties 



 

 
 
   
 

during the pilot period. 

 In total, 352 participants achieved a form of stable housing, while 216 accessed 

unstable accommodation through the Initiative. 

 The average Initiative client is a 32 year old male, from an English speaking 

background, with a current sentence of just under two years.  

 This average client had four previous prison sentences and no fixed address 

prior to their current period of incarceration, and had moved six or more times 

in the two years prior to incarceration.  

 The PIMS scores (assessments of homelessness risk) of Initiative participants 

are higher than those of the general prison population, indicating a higher risk of 

homelessness among the Initiative group, and providing one of many indicators 

that the program is successfully targeting a high risk sub-group.  

 

In relation to Initiative objectives regarding the reduction of homelessness and re-

offending:    

 

 Quantitative data indicate that almost half (48%) of program participants (when 

those who had not been released from prison were omitted from the analysis) 

entered stable housing post-release, while 29% were referred to short-term / 

crisis accommodation. This is a notable finding given that the Initiative sample 

represents such a high risk (of homelessness) group.   

 Comparisons of the proportion of participants who were homelessness prior to 

incarceration (41.6%) with those who did not have a known housing outcome 

post-release (23% when those awaiting their outcomes were removed from the 

analysis), indicate a decrease in the homelessness rates of participants from pre-

incarceration to post-release. 

 Women’s Housing Limited clients were more likely than clients of the other two 

HPWs to achieve stable housing upon release. However, it is noted that this 

finding is likely to be a function of Women’s Housing Limited having a higher 

proportion of properties (relative to participants) than Community Housing 

Limited or Salvation Army Adult Services for Men. 

 Ninety-six percent of the 906 Initiative participants were assessed by one of the 

Initiative HPWs regarding their accommodation needs, 96% were provided with 



 

 
 
   
 

information regarding housing options post-release, 77% received assistance in 

obtaining accommodation, and 76% were provided with a referral to some form 

of accommodation service. Participants who were provided with housing 

information pre-release were more likely to obtain a stable housing outcome 

upon exit than any of the other post-release housing options. 

 Participants who obtained one of the THM-CHPI properties were more likely to 

have been primarily homeless, and less likely to have resided in stable housing 

prior to incarceration (ie it appears that, consistent with objectives, higher risk 

of homelessness clients were prioritised for entry into THM-CHPI properties), 

than participants who were not offered an Initiative property. 

 On follow-up, re-incarcerated participants generally had more previous 

sentences than those who remained in the community, indicating that the 

Initiative was less effective with highly recidivistic clients.  

 There was a significant relationship between whether a released prisoner was on 

parole and their likelihood of re-offending, with significantly lower proportions 

of Consent participants (ie that proportion of clients who consented to having 

their correctional trajectories tracked by the evaluation team) who were on 

parole having re-offended (47.1%) than those not on parole (69.4%). One 

interpretation of this finding is that the extra supervision involved with parole 

status aided ex-prisoners in their efforts to desist from crime. 

 Comparisons with the Victorian ex-prisoner population (non-paroled) indicate 

that the proportion of consenting, non-paroled Initiative participants who had 

been re-incarcerated on follow-up (11.1%) was less than that of the total 

population of Victorian ex-prisoners who had been re-incarcerated two years 

post-release (31.3%). However, it is noted that these Consent participants had 

been out of prison for an average of only nine months, and that the proportion of 

re-incarceration among these participants is likely to rise at the equivalent two-

year period. That said, this finding must be contextualised with the information 

that the Victorian ex-prisoner population is made up of non-paroled prisoners 

from all prison locations and all risk levels, and therefore would have 

significantly lower average risk (of recidivism) levels than the non-paroled 

Consent participants included in the analyses related to recidivism. Considering 

this, lower rates of re-incarceration among the included Consent participants 



 

 
 
   
 

provide strong preliminary indicators of the Initiative’s success.   

 Comparisons of Initiative participants who were interviewed post-release with 

the Baldry et al. (2003) participant group (from the same Victorian prisons) 

indicate that Baldry et al. (2003) participants were more likely to be re-

incarcerated at each of the follow up stages.   

 Participants in the Consent group who obtained stable housing were less likely 

(although not statistically significant) to re-offend (53.8%) than those from the 

AHURI participant group in stable housing (68.8%). Similarly, Consent 

participants in stable housing were significantly less likely to be re-incarcerated 

(16.9%) than those in the AHURI sample (50%). 

 Over 27% of the 87 Initiative Consent participants had re-offended at the three- 

month follow-up stage. In contrast, a significantly higher percentage (45.9%) of 

the Baldry et al. (2003) sample had re-offended at the same stage. 

 Although 52% of Initiative participants had re-offended by nine months post-

release, only 14.9% of the total Consent group had been re-incarcerated. In 

comparison, half of the total group of AHURI participants (Baldry et al., 2003) 

had returned to prison. This finding, and those presented in the preceding three 

points, are noteworthy, especially considering the Baldry et al. (2003) 

comparison group had a lower risk / need profile than the Initiative sub-group. 

 The recidivism behaviours of Consent participants had no direct relationship 

with their prior housing situations. Given that a history of homelessness is 

reported in the literature to be associated with an increase in recidivism (DeLisi, 

2000; Snow, Baker & Anderson, 1989), the lack of association here could 

present a promising finding. It may be that involvement in this Initiative has 

levelled the recidivism rates, possibly reducing the likelihood of re-offending / 

re-incarceration among higher risk participants, to rates comparable with those 

at lower risk of recidivism. 

 The recidivism behaviours of Consent participants was not related to their post-

release housing outcome (stable or unstable), or referral to an Initiative property. 

This result is contrary to much of the literature regarding recidivism, which 

asserts that re-offending and re-incarceration rates are heightened when ex-

prisoners are residing in unstable accommodation (Baldry et al., 2003). This 

highlights an important concern for the Initiative, as it suggests that the positive 



 

 
 
   
 

outcomes relating to a reduction in recidivism among Initiative participants is 

not related to post-release housing. It may be that being provided with some 

accommodation (stable or unstable) over no accommodation (no outcome / 

unknown), may be related to a reduction in re-offending an / or re-incarceration. 

Alternatively, it is plausible that simply being involved in a program designed to 

reduce recidivism is enough to motivate participants to alter their offending 

behaviours. However, as there were no Consent participants with housing 

outcomes in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category, this was not able to be 

determined in the current evaluation. The lack of association between housing 

outcome and recidivism is an important finding for the THM-CHPI, and 

presents an area that requires further investigation. 

 Female participants who re-offended were more likely than males to be re-

incarcerated. 

 A significant association was found between the Initiative Support Agency that 

clients were in contact with and their re-incarceration potential. A higher 

percentage of Consent participants from Child and Family Services Ballarat and 

Flat Out were re-incarcerated than those from the other ISP agencies (although 

numbers in these cells were very small). This is consistent with the finding that 

women were more likely to return to prison, as these are the only ISP agencies 

with female participants.    

 

With regard to the Initiative objective of improving the transitional experience of 

people exiting prison: 

 

 Approximately 95% of all noted participant support needs were recorded as 

being met through involvement with the ISP worker. The most prevalent client 

support needs were reported as being: drug and alcohol issues, health concerns, 

living skills, budgeting, parole concerns and general counselling.  

 Participants of ACSO, Child and Family Services Ballarat, and Kilmany Family 

Care were more likely to disengage than those of the other ISP agencies.  

 In contrast, higher proportions of participants from Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men, Flat Out, and Kilmany Family Care obtained a housing 

outcome immediately after exiting their Initiative property. 



 

 
 
   
 

 Qualitative data indicated that 45% of participants who had not re-offended at 

the time of interviewing believed they would have re-offended, and been re-

incarcerated, if they had not been involved in the program.  

 Thirty-one percent of participants who received a designated Initiative property 

(N = 30) reported feeling that the transition would have been more difficult if 

they had not been involved in the program, and reasons for this included: having 

to face the prospect of homelessness, attempting to make other housing 

arrangements, and an increased risk of using drugs. 

 Ninety-five percent of participants reported believing that the Initiative was 

tailored to suit their individual needs (although pre-release participants were not 

asked this question). This is reflective of an appropriate amount of responsivity 

in the Initiative.  

 Of the participants who received a property through the Initiative, 100% 

reported that having a supportive relationship with their ISP had helped with 

their reintegration. 

 A substantial majority of participants reported that: they had received enough 

information about housing and supported services during their time in the 

program; they had an adequate understanding of the program structure; they 

received relevant information and advocacy immediately post-release (including 

assistance with Centrelink payments, organisation of bank accounts, food and 

clothing etc); and that they received enough assistance in regards to engaging 

with appropriate support services in the community. 

 Among the eight revisited (follow-up) participants, six believed that their needs 

had changed during their time in the Initiative, and reported that their ISP 

worker had been responsive to these changes. Five of these eight participants 

reported the belief that they would not be in their current position if the 

Initiative had only included housing and not the support component. 

 Three out of five participants who were interviewed in phase three data 

collection and were followed-up after moving into long term public housing 

reported that they were ready for the intensive support relationship to end when 

it did. However, these three reported the belief that their ISP was still available 

to them in some way if needed.  

 In response to the need for a strengthened response to the housing and support 



 

 
 
   
 

needs of Indigenous participants highlighted in the previous Evaluation Report, 

Initiative management subsequently took steps towards establishing a more 

integrated response to this client sub-group. These steps included consultation 

with key Indigenous welfare and housing workers, as well as conducting 

Indigenous forums that discussed the issues relevant to these clients. These 

resulted in policy requiring the assessment of all Indigenous prisoners in the 

target locations, so that the potential for unmet need would be minimised. 

 To further reinforce the above process, two Indigenous participants at the pre-

release stage reported that the Initiative had been responsive to their cultural 

needs. 

 Concerns were raised by workers regarding the assessment and appropriateness 

of referrals of clients with complex mental health issues. ISP workers had 

reported that they were not equipped to deal with clients with extensive needs in 

this area. Several recommendations have been made regarding implementing 

avenues for the HPW to obtain consent to access clients’ mental health 

information, the types and levels of information required, the relative merit of 

incorporating a professional assessment of mental health needs, and the 

development of accessible pathways for referral to other specialist services. 

 

With regard to the broader evaluation objectives that related to explicating 

processes and suggesting ways to improve these, the following findings were 

evident: 

 

 Disparate intake procedures have occasionally threatened the integrity and 

capacity of the Pilot to successfully target high risk prisoners. It was 

subsequently recommended that, although a rigidly applied and standardised set 

of assessment practices may not provide Initiative workers with suitable levels 

of discretion to best cater for their particular client groups, a set of minimum 

assessment requirements needed to be stipulated. Related to this 

recommendation, it was noted that the HLO position at Port Phillip Prison 

should be reinstated.  

 Workers have not been able to meet the intended targets of 30 assessments per 

month, as stipulated in the Project Outline. It is noted that this is most likely due 



 

 
 
   
 

to these initial targets not reflecting the scope and reality of the work undertaken 

by Initiative staff. 

 Workers reported some ongoing concerns about the data collection / collation 

process, however they were also positive about the updated data-training they 

had received.    

 Issues regarding obtaining consent from participants to take part in the 

evaluation component of the Initiative impacted significantly on the sample size 

available for analysis, and its representativeness. Procedures need to be put in 

place to make obtaining this consent a routine component of workers’ 

assessments. 

 

Evaluation Team Impressions and Future Initiative Directions 

 

This Final Evaluation Report, as well as the Interim Evaluation Report that preceded it,  

commenced with reviews of relevant reintegrative correctional / housing programs in 

other jurisdictions. These reviews provided indicators of ‘what works’ in the area of 

reintegrating ex-prisoners. These indicators underline the importance of: early and 

relevant assessment, targeting of resources towards those with highest need, a 

continuity of ‘floating’ care through such programs (and from prison to the 

community), and the need for programs to be flexible enough to identify and 

accommodate the particular concerns of specific high needs sub-groups. In addition, the 

Introductions to these two Evaluation Reports have made an effort to explore the 

applicability of contemporary ‘best practice’ principles for conducting intervention 

programs for prisoners, ex-prisoners and offenders to a program such as the THM-

CHPI. Many such principles have emerged as relevant, and these include: the need to 

assess risk (in this case, it is risk of homelessness) in a reviewable way via empirically 

proven predictors, the importance of maximising the program’s responsivity to a variety 

of sub-groups, the requirement to monitor and ensure a high level of program integrity 

while also balancing the need to incorporate a level of worker discretion, and the 

importance of targeting (in this case, offence-related) criminogenic needs if 

(re)offending is to be reduced.    

 

The result of these reviews has been the construction of an empirically informed set of 



 

 
 
   
 

criteria by which to evaluate the infrastructure, goals, processes and achievements of 

the THM-CHPI during the Pilot period. These criteria have been employed to run 

parallel with the stated Initiative and Evaluation goals, and have guided the 

recommendations that have stemmed from evaluation activities.  

 

With regard to the primary Initiative goals of reducing homelessness and re-offending 

among its client group, data (although inconclusive at this early stage) indicate that the 

Initiative shows some promise of achieving such goals in the long-term. Re-offending 

rates among this highly recidivistic group (non-paroled) were lower than non-paroled 

offenders from the wider prison population, and the proportion of participants who had 

not attained or maintained stable housing on follow up was also similar between the 

Initiative participants and the comparison group. When it is recalled that the Initiative 

participant group has a much higher average risk of homelessness than these other 

groups, these findings are very positive. Although small numbers and relatively short 

follow-up times make such trends difficult to base conclusions on, it is apparent that 

there is ample potential being shown by the Initiative in these important areas at this 

early stage.            

 

Similarly, although adherence to best practice principles such as timely risk assessment, 

identification and targeting of relevant needs, and consideration of relevant responsivity 

issues does not guarantee that a program will have an impact, such adherence does 

maximise its potential to do so. This evaluation process has incorporated data related to 

the Initiative’s adherence to these best-practice principles, as well as outcome-based 

findings, such as whether the Initiative is targeting the high risk prisoners, and whether 

it appears to be improving the transitional experience of prisoners. Given that the best-

practice principles have been derived from correctional literature, it is acknowledged 

that correctional administrators may have greater interest in this ‘best-practice’ area of 

Initiative procedure, than those in the housing sector.  

 

During the course of the three evaluation stages, a large number of recommendations 

have been made that were aimed at maximising the Initiative’s adherence to such 

principles. It must be noted that, in most cases, such recommendations have been acted 

on in a timely way by Initiative management. As a result of this responsiveness, at the 



 

 
 
   
 

end of the Pilot period, the Initiative has numerous structures and procedures in place 

that maximise its potential to have an impact on its variables of interest (see Figure 

Forty-Four, in Section K, for an outline of the many Initiative achievements to date).     

 

A more thorough account of the Evaluation Team’s impressions of Initiative 

performance and potential is contained in the text of this Final Evaluation Report. At 

this summary stage, it is sufficient to note that, given the nature of the preliminary 

results obtained (relative to all stated objectives), the progress of the Initiative in terms 

of infrastructure, coordination and cooperation, the preparedness of staff and 

management to react to identified challenges in a timely manner, the impressions of 

program participants and the Initiative’s adherence to relevant best practice principles, 

it is the opinion of the Evaluation Team that this Initiative holds significant potential to 

reach its stated objectives in the future, and that this potential will be enhanced if the 

recommendations contained in this Final Report are acted on in a timely manner. 
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Part C: Participant Profiles 
 

This section presents an overall profile of all participants accepted into this Initiative.  

The information presented in this section regarding Initiative participants includes: 

demographic details (age, cultural identity, and number of children); correctional details 

(sentence length, parole period, previous sentences, PIMS scores, and PIMS HPW 

scores); and housing information (prior housing arrangement, prior living arrangement, 

number of housing moves, and expected living situation).   

 

Participant profiles for the aggregate Initiative participant group, as well as for 

participants of each HPW agency, are then provided. 

 

10 Participant Profiles 

 

As it was not possible to obtain all of the required information for each client of the 

Initiative (due to missing data in the information provided to the evaluation team), the 

statistics and analyses below only include participants for which the relevant information 

was available. Cases with missing information relevant to each analysis were omitted for 

that particular calculation. Therefore, in many of the analyses presented in this Report, 

the total number of participants in the results does not equal the total number of 

participants in the program. Figure Five shows the number of participants in each data set 

across the prison locations. 

 

In total, HPWs accepted referrals for 932 participants between November 2001 and April 

2004.  Twenty-six of these participants were shared clients (referred from one HPW to 

another due to prison transfers) between Salvation Army Adult Services for Men and 

Community Housing Limited. In order to obtain accurate demographics, and to maintain 

the integrity of information regarding housing outcomes for these clients, the first contact 

for each of these 26 ‘forwarded’ participants was omitted from the data analysis. This 

equates to a total of 906 Initiative participants from the targeted prisons between 

November 2001 and April 2004. Of these participants, 148 (16%) were female, and the 
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remaining 758 (84%) were male.  Figure Five (below) shows the distribution of clients 

across each of the HPW agencies.   

 

401 / 44%

357 / 39%

148 / 16%

Salvation Army

CHL

WHL

 
Figure Five:  Distribution of Initiative participants across each of the HPW agencies. 

 

Figure Five indicates that Salvation Army Adult Services for Men hold the largest 

proportion of Initiative clients, with 44% of program participants going through this 

HPW. Community Housing Limited have the second largest proportion of Initiative 

clients, with Women's Housing Limited holding the smallest proportion. This skewed 

distribution of participants across agencies is reflective of the proportion of male and 

female prisoners in Victorian prisons, with females making up 7.5% of the Victorian 

prison population (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004). Further to this, the number of 

male and female participants in this Initiative also reflects the proportion of housing 

allocated to each group (as property allocation was based on the gender ratios in 

Victorian prisons), with the HPW agencies targeting male participants having access to 

79% of the Initiative properties, and Women's Housing Limited managing access to the 

remaining 21% of properties.  Figure Six, below, illustrates these points. 
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Figure Six: Ratio of Initiative participants, property allocation, and Victorian prison 

numbers, across genders. 

 

10.1 Demographic Information 

 

Demographic information including age, cultural identity, and number of children the 

participant had access to, were collected for each participant (where possible).  This 

information is summarised and shown below in Table Seven. 

 

Table Seven:  Average age, modal cultural identity, and average number of children for 

participants of each of the HPW agencies and the aggregate Initiative participant group. 

Client Profile Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Total 

N 401 357 148 906 

Average 
Age 32.5 30.5 31.5 31.5 

Cultural Id. 
(modal) 

Anglophonic 
73.5% 

Anglophonic 
77.5% 

Anglophonic 
80% 

Anglophonic 
76% 

No Children* 
(mean) 1 1 1 1 

*This is an approximate figure, based on calculations from categorical data. 
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Table Seven indicates that the average Initiative participant is 31 years old, is from an 

Anglophonic (English speaking) background, and has access to one child post-release.   

 

 Age 

 

In order to determine whether there were any differences between participants of each 

HPW regarding age, an Analysis of Variance2 (ANOVA) was performed.  Results from 

this analysis reveal significant3 differences in the average age of participants across the 

three HPW agencies, with the lowest average age being 30.5 at Community Housing 

Limited, and the highest being 32.5 at Salvation Army Adult Services for Men. Figure 

Seven illustrates the spread of ages across participants of the three HPW agencies.   
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Figure Seven:  Average age, and age range of Initiative participants across the three 

prison locations. 

 

Figure Seven shows that Salvation Army Adult Services for Men work with participants 

with a slightly higher average and wider age range than Community Housing Limited and 

                                                 
2 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is a statistical test used to compare two or more average scores, in order 
to determine whether there are any reliable differences between them.  This test evaluates the differences 
among the means relative to the dispersion in the sampling distributions (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
3 F (2, 903) = 3.72; p < 0.05 
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Women's Housing Limited. This indicates that this HPW was encountering and / or 

targeting a more diverse age group of participants. Although the variation between 

participants of each HPW on age was statistically significant, it is not considered 

influential to the functioning of the Initiative.   

 

To facilitate comparisons of the ages of Initiative participants with that of the Australian 

homeless population and the Victorian prison population, the ages of Initiative clients 

were collapsed into a categorical variable.  These comparisons can be seen in Table Eight 

(below). 

 

Table Eight: Proportions in various age groups: Initiative participants, the Victorian 

prison population, and the Australian adult homeless population. 

Age Initiative 
Participants 

Victorian 
Prison4 

Australian 
Homeless5 

≤ 24 18.7 20.8 15.6 

25 – 34 51.2 40.2 26.6 

35 – 44 23.4 22.3 20.3 

45 – 54 5.6 10.2 15.6 

55 - 64 0.9 4.7 12.5 

65 + 0.2 1.8 9.4 

Total % 100 100 100 

Average 31.5 34.4+ Approx 32.6* 
+This figure includes remand and sentenced prisoners in Victoria, at 30 June 2001. 
*This figure is based on calculations of categorical data. 

 

The table above indicates that the distribution of Initiative participants across the age 

brackets was relatively similar to that of the Victorian prison population, suggesting that 

the clients selected for participation in this Initiative were representative of the Victorian 

prison population regarding age. However, comparisons with the Australian adult 

homeless population show that, although the highest proportion of individuals within 

                                                 
4 From Prisoners in Australia, Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001.   
5 From Counting the Homeless, Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001. No information specific to the 
Victorian homeless population was available at the time of writing. 
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both groups were between 25 and 34 years of age, this Initiative contained more 

participants within this age bracket than was evident in the homeless population. These 

findings suggest that the age distribution of Initiative clients was proportionate to that of 

the Victorian prison population, however the Initiative clients were generally younger 

than the Australian adult homeless population. 

 

 Cultural Identity 

 

Table Nine, below, shows the proportions of Initiative participants and Australian 

prisoners in each of the cultural categories.   

 

Table Nine:  Percentages of Initiative Clients and Australian Prisoners in each cultural 

group. 

Cultural 
Identity 

Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Initiative 

participants 
Victorian 
Prisoners# 

Anglophonic 73.5 77.5 79.7 76 75.3 

ATSI 5.5 4.2 11.5 6.1 4.6 

Former 
Yugoslavia 1.5 1.3 0 1.2 1.4 

Greek 3.8 1 0.7 2.2 0.7 

Indo-
Chinese 1.8 7.1 2 3.7 5.8+ 

Italian 4.5 1.3 0 2.6 1.1 

Lebanese 1.8 1 0 1.2 0.8 

South 
Pacific 1 1 0 0.8 0.2 

Turkish 2 0.6 0 1.2 1 

Other 4.6 5 6.1 5 9 

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 
+ Indo-Chinese Victorian prisoners include those from Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos. 
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# The statistics on Victorian prisoners were supplied by Corrections Victoria personnel, 
2004. 
 
The dispersion of Initiative participants across the various cultural categories shows a 

significant6 relationship between individual HPW agencies and the cultural identities of 

the Initiative participants they assist within each agency. Overviews of the data reveal 

that Community Housing Limited and Salvation Army Adult Services for Men had 

18.4% and 21% of their participants (respectively) in cultural groups other than 

Anglophonic (those from an English speaking background) or ATSI. This is reflective of 

the Victorian prison population figures. Women's Housing Limited, however, indicate 

that less than 9% of their participants had cultural identities outside these two. This 

highlights a limited representation of cultural groups at this agency. While this may be 

representative of a number of extraneous factors, including the disparate ratios of specific 

cultural populations within each correctional facility, the limited dispersion of DPFC 

prisoners across the cultural categories could possibly represent a trend within the 

selection process at DPFC that may require monitoring by Initiative management.  

 

Table Nine also reveals that Community Housing Limited had a higher proportion of 

Indo-Chinese participants than either of the other HPW agencies, or the Victorian prison 

population. This could be attributable to the higher proportion of Indo-Chinese prisoners 

at this location than at Port Phillip Prison, with this cultural group comprising 8.3% of 

FCC’s population, and only 3.8% of PPP’s population. Given this context, it is 

appropriate that Community Housing Limited should have a higher proportion of Indo-

Chinese participants than Salvation Army. However, DPFC hold a higher ratio of Indo-

Chinese individuals than FCC, with 9.2% of women at this site being from an Indo-

Chinese background7. As such, it could be expected that the Women's Housing Limited 

data would reflect the higher numbers of these prisoners within DPFC (and hold a higher 

                                                 
6 χ2 (18, N = 859) = 56.13; p < 0.05 
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proportion of Indo-Chinese clients than Community Housing Limited) however this is not 

the case. The low number of Indo-Chinese women participating in this Initiative reflects 

the finding presented above, and provides further indicators that the participants of 

Women's Housing Limited were not representative of DPFC’s prisoner population in 

regard to cultural identity. 

Table Nine also indicates that Salvation Army Adult Services for Men had higher 

proportions of Greek and Italian participants than the other HPWs. This is also potentially 

due to there being a higher proportion of Greek and Italian individuals at PPP (1.1% and 

1.52% of the prison’s population respectively) than at FCC (0.67% each) and DPFC 

(Greek and Italian prisoners comprise 0% and 0.87% of the prison’s population 

respectively). However, the percentage of Greek and Italian participants assisted by the 

HPW at Port Phillip Prison was over-representative of the proportion of individuals of 

both these cultural backgrounds at this location. This indicates that there may be other 

factors influencing the proportion of Italian and Greek participants in this program.  This 

could possibly include concerted efforts by this HPW to include these groups. 

 

  Indigenous Participants 

 

As mentioned in the Interim Report of this evaluation, Initiative management have 

emphasised the need to include higher numbers of Indigenous participants in this Pilot 

program (see Bartholomew et al., 2004, for further details).  Attempts by HPWs to target 

this sub-group have seen the proportion of Indigenous participants rise from 5.5% in 

January of 2004 (see Interim Evaluation Report, Bartholomew et al., 2004) to 6.1% in 

April 2004.  This ratio is slightly higher than that of the Victorian prison population 

(4.6%), suggesting that Indigenous prisoners are being adequately targeted within this 

program. However, data such as these do not indicate whether this service delivery is at 

an appropriate level (ie whether or not it adheres to the matching component of the risk 

                                                                                                                                                  
7 These figures were provided by Corrections Victoria personnel, and were based on the Victorian prison 
population as at June 30, 2003. 
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principle described in the Introduction to this Report), as research reviewed in the 

Introduction to this Report highlighted the more complex housing needs of ATSI 

prisoners upon release.   

 

The higher proportion of Indigenous women in this Initiative relative to men (11.5% and 

4.9% respectively) is not symbolic of the proportion of Indigenous prisoners at each of 

these sites, with this cultural group comprising 6.1% of prisoners at PPP, 4.7% at FCC, 

and 5.2% of prisoners held at DPFC. The over-representation of female ATSI participants 

in this Initiative could partially be due to this group of female prisoners having higher 

levels of risk and need relative to other prisoners, and their male counterparts. Literature 

presented in the Introduction to this Report asserted that women prisoners and Indigenous 

prisoners represent two vulnerable sub-groups of the offending population, and are 

characterised by unique and complex risks and needs. Female offenders are believed to 

encounter some specific and complicated barriers to post-release settlement (one of which 

includes custody of children), while Indigenous offenders require a level of responsivity 

that is receptive to their cultural context and ethnicity (see Bartholomew et al., 2004, for 

further discussion on these points). It could be assumed that being a woman and being 

Indigenous would increase the level of risk / need of these individuals, and exacerbate the 

complexity of their post-release support requirements. Given such a context, it would 

seem appropriate that the proportion of women Indigenous participants in this Initiative is 

higher than that of the men, as they are likely to represent a higher need group than 

Indigenous men. 

 

 Children 

 

Data presented here highlight the number of children that participants expected to either 

have living with them, or have access to, following their release from prison. Figure Eight 

(below) shows the percentages of participants with children for each HPW agency. 
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Figure Eight:  Percentage of participants who had access to children post-release; by 

HPW agency. 

 

Figure Eight illustrates that a high proportion of participants of each HPW agency did not 

have access to children after prison (between 42% and 58%). A smaller proportion of 

participants (20% - 25%) had access to one child, and few had access to five children or 

more.  Chi-square8 tests revealed a significant association between access to children and 

HPW agency9. Comparisons across agencies reveal discrepancies predominantly between 

Women's Housing Limited and the other two HPWs, with a lower proportion of Women's 

Housing Limited participants having no children than the other HPWs. These findings 

show a trend relating to gender and access to children.  Further cross tabulations confirm 

                                                 
8 The Chi-square test is a statistical test used to examine the relationship between two discrete (categorical) 
variables.  This test determines whether a reliable association between the two variables exists (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2001). 
9 χ2(10, N = 871) = 32.99; p < 0.05 
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this association to be significant10.  The figure below exemplifies the variation between 

male and female participants regarding access to children.   
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Figure Nine:  Percentage of Initiative participants who expect to have access to children 

post-release: across gender. 

 

The figure above shows that female Initiative participants were much more likely to have 

access to one child or more, than male participants, with 58% of female clients expecting 

to have access to children post-release. In comparison, 42% of male participants expected 

to have access to children post-release. This finding further supports the comments 

presented in the Introduction to this Report, suggesting that women have more complex 

                                                 
10 χ2(1, N = 871) = 13.04; p < 0.05 
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post-release support needs than men, as access to children presents one of the many 

barriers to accessing suitable accommodation. 

 

10.2 Correctional Information 

 

Correctional information including length of sentence, parole period, number of previous 

sentences, and PIMS and PIMS HPW scores, were collected for each participant (where 

possible). This information, and that of the Victorian prison population, is summarised 

and shown below in Table Ten. 

 

Table Ten:  Sentencing information and PIMS and PIMS HPW scores for participants of 

each HPW agency, the aggregate Initiative client group, and the Victorian sentenced 

prison population. 

Correctional 
Information 

Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Initiative 

Participants 
Vic. 

Prisons* 

Average 
Sentence 

Length (months) 
22.6 23.4 15 21.9 40.8 

% of Prisoners 
Eligible for 

Parole 
59.6 61.2 32.7 56.7 72.5 

Average No. of 
Previous 
Sentences 

4.9 3.4 4 4.2 1.8 

% of Prisoners 
with Previous 

Sentence 
83.7 81.2 84 82.7 52.9 

Avg PIMS score 9 8.4 8.9 8.8 4.2+ 

Avg PIMS HPW 
score 12.4 19.4 16 16.7 Not applic.

* Statistics obtained from CV personnel in 2004. 
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+ This figure is based on the PIMS scores of prisoners from PPP, DPFC, and FCC. 

 

Table Ten, above, shows that the average participant of this Initiative had a sentence 

length of approximately 22 months, with an expected parole period of 13 months; had 

four previous prison sentences (compared with the Victorian average of 1.8); had a PIMS 

score of nine; and a PIMS HPW score of 17. This profile is consistent with offenders who 

have a high risk of recidivism. Initiative participants appear to be a more at risk (of 

recidivism) group than the average Victorian prison population when comparing average 

number of previous sentences, percentage of prisoners with previous sentences and 

average PIMS scores. 

 

 Sentence Information 

 

The data dictionary for the revised data form indicates that the length of sentence is to be 

recorded as the maximum number of months originally sentenced, as reported by the 

participant. However, until the recent Data Training Day (held on 18th March, 2004), two 

of the three HPWs reported recording the length of time served, or expected to be served, 

within the prison environment.  These HPWs did not include expected parole time in the 

‘length of sentence’ aspect of this data field. Consequently, for these locations, the 

evaluation team added the number of months reported in the ‘parole’ section of the data 

form to the ‘length of sentence’ for all data gathered prior to the Data Training Day. This 

enabled the evaluation team to obtain the length of sentence as stipulated in the data 

dictionary. Further to this, one HPW reported including the current sentence, in the 
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‘number of previous sentences’ section.  Subsequently, one sentence was subtracted from 

each participant in the data records gathered prior to March from this location. The 

quantitative information reported below is based on these modifications. 

 

 Sentence Length 

 

The table above indicates that, on average, participants of this Initiative had shorter 

sentences than the Victorian prison population. Comparisons with the Victorian prison 

statistics reveal that more participants in this Initiative had sentence lengths of less than 

12 months (58.5%) than in the Victorian prison population (21.5%) (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2004). 

 

In order to determine whether there were differences between the participants of each 

HPW agency in relation to average sentence length, an ANOVA was conducted, with the 

results highlighting a significant11 difference. Comparisons between agencies indicate 

that Women's Housing Limited generally had much shorter sentence lengths that those of 

Community Housing Limited or Salvation Army Adult Services for Men, with the 

average sentence length being 15 months.  Figure Ten, below, highlights the differences 

between the male and female participants of this Initiative in terms of sentence lengths. 

                                                 
11 F(2, 805) = 4.05; p < 0.05 
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Figure Ten:  Sentence lengths of Initiative participants (in months): by gender. 

 

This figure illustrates gender differences with regards to length of sentence.  A clear 

majority of female Initiative participants (48%) had a sentence length of six months or 

less, while 26% of male participants had sentences of six months or less.  The length of 

sentence for most of the female participants of this Initiative ranged from less than one 

month to 66 months, with only two participants having a sentence beyond this (both 204 

months).  In contrast, the majority of male participants had sentence lengths ranging from 

one month to 108 months, again with only two participants having sentences outside of 

this range (216 months; 228 months).  The highest proportion (27%) of male participants 

had a sentence length between 13 and 24 months. 
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 Previous Sentences 

 

A total of 82.8% of participants in this Initiative had at least one previous prison 

sentence. This is in contrast to the 52.9% of the general Victorian prison population who 

have had a previous sentence. The higher proportion of Initiative participants with 

previous prison sentences is consistent with the ethos of the Initiative to target those with 

a high risk of homelessness in efforts to reduce recidivism. The literature discussed in the 

Introduction to this Report highlighted that individuals who have had repeated 

incarcerations are more likely to be at an increased risk of homelessness due to a loss of 

vital familial / social support networks and accommodation options (Davis, 2001; Baldry 

et al., 2003). These findings provide preliminary indicators that the Initiative is adhering 

to the need principle outlined earlier. 

 

ANOVA results indicate significant12 differences in the number of previous sentences of 

clients of each HPW, with agency comparisons indicating that the average number of 

previous prison sentences was slightly higher for participants of Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men (4.9) than for participants of the other HPW agencies (CHL: 3.4; WHL: 

4). This again could be due to the security classification and ‘types’ of prisoners at each 

location.  In total, the participant group for this Initiative had an average of 4.2 previous 

prison terms, indicating a highly recidivistic client group. 

 

                                                 
12 F(2, 798) = 9.52; p < 0.05 
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 PIMS 

 

In order to explore differences regarding client PIMS scores across the HPW agencies, 

ANOVA calculations were conducted. These results show no significant13 differences 

regarding PIMS scores across the agencies, indicating that the PIMS scores on reception 

into prison were similar for participants of all three HPW sites. However, comparisons 

with the average PIMS score for all prisoners who had completed this assessment within 

the selected prison locations (4.2) (Corrections Victoria) indicate that the HPWs were 

selecting higher need participants than the norm. This again is consistent with the ethos of 

the Pilot to target those at high risk of homelessness.   

 

Due to concerns raised by workers in previous evaluation interviews about the accuracy 

of PIMS scores, it was decided that HPWs would re-administer relevant PIMS items at 

the point of their initial contact with participants (see Bartholomew et al., 2004, for more 

information on this issue). This new score is referred to as the PIMS HPW score.  

Analyses indicate significant14 differences regarding this score across the HPW 

participants, with trends indicating that participants of Salvation Army Adult Services for 

Men generally had lower PIMS HPW scores than clients of the other two HPW agencies.  

This could reflect several things. First, it is possible that differences are attributable to the 

‘types’ of prisoners allocated to each prison, as those at Port Phillip Prison may be at a 

lower homelessness risk than those at the other prisons.  Second, these discrepancies 

                                                 
13 F(2, 294) = 0.24; p > 0.05 
14 F(2, 604) = 79.70; p < 0.05 
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could potentially highlight divergence regarding the assessment scoring procedures of 

each individual HPW.  Third, this could be a result of the different referral and selection 

practices among the agencies. These are discussed in Part D of this Report. 

 

Figure Eleven, below, shows the average PIMS HPW scores to be much higher than the 

initial PIMS assessment score. The largest discrepancy between PIMS and PIMS HPW 

scores was evident at Community Housing Limited, with the average PIMS HPW score 

more than doubling that of the initial PIMS score. Salvation Army Adult Services showed 

the smallest variance between PIMS and PIMS HPW scores, with an average difference 

of 3.4 points. The variation of the PIMS and PIMS HPW scores of Salvation Army Adult 

Services participants from that of Community Housing Limited and Women's Housing 

Limited could be partly attributed to the differing referral procedures at Port Phillip 

Prison (see Part D for information relating to this point). 
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Figure Eleven:  Comparison of PIMS and PIMS HPW scores across HPW agencies. 

 

As can be seen in Figure Eleven, there were discrepancies between the average PIMS and 

PIMS HPW scores. This raises questions regarding the utility of the PIMS assessments, 

and whether or not scores generated serve as an accurate and / or appropriate basis upon 

which to make decisions regarding referral to this Initiative.   

 

10.3 Housing Information 

 

Information relating to participants’ accommodation histories was collected for each 

participant (where possible). This information included their most recent housing 

arrangement, most recent living arrangement, the number of housing moves in the two 

years preceding incarceration, and their expected living situation post release. Table 

Eleven provides a summary of the housing information for Initiative participants. 
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Table Eleven: Most recent housing arrangement, most recent living arrangement, and 

number of housing moves of participants of each HPW agency, and the aggregate 

participant group. 

Housing Information Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Initiative 

Participants
Recent Housing 

Arrangement Before 
Prison (modal) 

Private Rent 
35.2% 

NFA 
57.6% 

NFA 
64.2% 

NFA 
41.6% 

Recent Living 
Arrangement Before 

Prison (modal) 

Alone 
41.3% 

Alone 
64.4% 

Alone 
66.2% 

Alone 
54.4% 

Housing Moves in  
2yrs Prior 

to Prison (modal) 

6 or more 
38.3% 

6 or more 
62.5% 

6 or more 
88.4% 

6 or more 
50.7% 

*NFA is an abbreviation for ‘No Fixed Abode’ 

 

From the table above it can be seen that the average client of this program had no fixed 

abode prior to incarceration (with the exception of Salvation Army Adult Services for 

Men participants), was living alone prior to prison and expected to do so again post-

release, and had moved six or more times in the two years preceding their incarceration.  

This profile clearly represents those who have a high risk of homelessness post-release.  

This provides another preliminary indicator that the Initiative is conforming to the need 

principle. 

 

 Most Recent Housing Arrangement 

 



 

 100

The figure below shows the proportion of the 906 Initiative participants who resided in 

each of the various housing options prior to incarceration.   
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Figure Twelve:  Proportion of participants who resided in each of the housing 

arrangement options prior to incarceration. 

 

Figure Twelve, above, shows that the most common housing arrangement prior to 

incarceration for Initiative participants was categorised as ‘No Fixed Abode’. Prior to 

incarceration, 42% of Initiative participants met the criteria for ‘primary homelessness’, 

under the definitions stipulated by Chamberlain and Johnson (2000).  When this figure is 

contrasted with the 9% of Australians who are estimated to be experiencing primary 
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homelessness at any one time (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001) further evidence that 

the Initiative is targeting a high-risk sub-group is provided. 

 

In order to allow for uncomplicated comparisons across agencies, the variable of ‘most 

recent housing arrangement prior to incarceration’ was collapsed into three categories.  

These included no fixed abode, ‘stable’, and ‘unstable’ accommodation types15.  
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Figure Thirteen: Housing arrangement of Initiative clients of each HPW agency prior to 

incarceration. 

 

                                                 
15 ‘Stable accommodation’ consists of the family home, private rental, public housing, and transitional 
accommodation. ‘Unstable accommodation’ consists of caravan parks, community housing, crisis or 
emergency accommodation, and hotels.  These accommodation options were categorised according to the 
advice of several housing workers.  Categorisations of this type are always open to debate. 
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Tests for association indicate a significant16 relationship between prior housing 

arrangement and HPW agency.  Comparisons between participants of each HPW reveal 

variations between the housing arrangements of Salvation Army Adult Services 

participants to those of the other HPWs. Figure Thirteen illustrates that the majority of 

participants of Salvation Army were housed in stable accommodation prior to 

incarceration (67%), compared with 27% for each of Community Housing Limited and 

Women's Housing Limited participants. This again could result from the referral 

procedures at Port Phillip Prison mentioned later in Part D, as participants from this 

prison are not screened for eligibility prior to referral to the HPW. Further, some of this 

variance could be due to differences in the ‘types’ and security classifications of prisoners 

at this location. In contrast, participants of Women's Housing Limited and Community 

Housing Limited were more likely to have had no fixed abode prior to incarceration (65% 

and 58% respectively), while only 19% of Salvation Army participants experienced 

primary homelessness prior to imprisonment.  

 

Figure Thirteen also shows that a small proportion of Initiative participants were in 

unstable accommodation prior to incarceration, relative to stable accommodation and no 

fixed abode. This trend was consistent across HPW sites, possibly indicating that these 

participants were not seen as priority targets for this Initiative. However, data do not 

provide support for this notion, nor provide evidence for other explanations. 

 

 Living Arrangement Pre-Incarceration 

                                                 
16 χ2(4, N = 880) = 160.01; p < 0.05 
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Figure Fourteen, below, indicates that the majority of Initiative clients were living alone 

prior to their incarceration (55%).  A further 30% were living with family or friends, and 

the remaining 15% were living with their partner and / or children.  Once again, this 

finding provides evidence that this program is targeting prisoners with the highest risk of 

homelessness and re-offending, as having little or no supports is seen as a risk-factor for 

both of these circumstances (Davis, 2001). 
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Figure Fourteen:  Most recent living arrangement of Initiative participants. 

A significant17 relationship between pre-incarceration living arrangement and HPW 

agency was found.  Trends represented in Table Fifteen, below, show that participants of 

Salvation Army Adult Services for Men were more likely to be living with family or 

                                                 
17 χ2(10, N = 864) = 156.33; p < 0.05 
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friends (38.8%) than those of Community Housing Limited and Women's Housing 

Limited.  This again could be attributed to the referral procedures mentioned in Part D.  

However, ‘living with friends’ could also represent ‘doubling up’ (ie disguising a high 

potential for homelessness).  Participants of Women's Housing Limited were much less 

likely to have resided with family or friends prior to incarceration (7.4%) than their male 

counterparts.  Further, female participants were much more likely to have been single 

parents (16.2%) prior to imprisonment than the male participants (Salvation Army: 1.8%; 

CHL: 0.6%).  Once again, clear differences between the male and female participants of 

this Initiative are evident.  This information is illustrated in Figure Fifteen (below). 
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Figure Fifteen:  Most recent living arrangement of clients of each HPW agency prior to 

incarceration. 
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 Number of Housing Moves 

 

Figure Sixteen shows that, in total, 83% of Initiative participants had moved residence at 

least once in the two years preceding their incarceration.  That is, half (50.7%) of the 

Initiative participants had moved residence six or more times, 21.1% had moved three to 

five times, and 11.2% had moved once or twice.  The remaining 17% of participants had 

not moved within the stipulated time frame.  These figures are indicative of a very 

transient participant group, which is not surprising given the intended targets of the 

Initiative, and the connection established in the extant literature regarding residential 

instability and offending behaviour (DeLisi, 2000; Snow et al., 1989). 

 

50.7%

21.1%

11.2%

17.0%

6 or more

3-5

1-2

0

 

Figure Sixteen: Number of housing moves by Initiative participants in the two years 

preceding incarceration. 
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Cross tabulations show a significant18 association between HPW agency and number of 

pre-incarceration housing moves. Comparisons between the participants of the three 

HPW agencies indicate that participants from Salvation Army Adult Services for Men 

were much more likely to not have moved in the two years prior to their sentence (33.8%) 

than clients of Community Housing Limited and Women's Housing Limited (2.9% and 

4.7% respectively).  Further, the proportion of clients at Salvation Army Adult Services 

for Men who had moved six or more times was much lower than that of Women's 

Housing Limited and Community Housing Limited.  These figures continue to confirm 

discrepancies between the high needs of Initiative participants from Women's Housing 

Limited and Community Housing Limited, and the comparatively lower level of risk 

factors present among a large percentage of the unscreened Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men clients.  Although these data do not confirm that the former two 

agencies are accessing the highest needs sub-groups within their prisons, they do provide 

ample indicators that the selection processes at Women's Housing Limited and 

Community Housing Limited result in participants with a consistently higher housing risk 

profile than those at Salvation Army Adult Services for Men. 

 

                                                 
18 χ2(6, N = 895) = 173.14; p < 0.05 
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Figure Seventeen:  Number of housing moves for clients of each HPW agency, in the two 

years prior to incarceration. 

 

11 Summary Profiles 

 

Figures Eighteen through to Twenty-One provide detailed summary profiles of all 

Initiative participants and of individual HPW client groups for the duration of the 

Initiative Pilot.  A profile of clients of the ISP agencies is provided in Part H of this 

Report.
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Figure Eighteen: Client Profile of All Initiative Participants 

 
Average age: 31.5    
Cultural ID (mode): Anglophonic (76%) 
Number children (mode / average): 0 / 1 

Average PIMS score (out of possible 37): 8.8 
Average PIMS HPW score (/37): 16.7 
Average length of sentence: 21.9 months“ 

% Clients with expected parole period: 55% 

Average length of parole: 13.2 months 

Average No. of previous prison sentences: 4 

Most recent housing arrangement immediately  
  prior to recent imprisonment (mode): No Fixed Abode (41.6%)  
No. housing moves in the 2 years prior to most  
  recent incarceration (mode / average): 6 or more (50.7% ) / 3 

Most recent living arrangement immediately 
  prior to recent imprisonment (mode): Alone (54.4%) 

Expected living arrangement after prison:  Alone (89.7%) 

Number of clients referred to HPWs for 

assessment between Nov 2001 and Apr 2004:

Client Provided with: 

(more than one response is possible) 

 Housing Information:    873 (96%) 
 Housing Assessment: 867 (96%) 

Housing Assistance: 697 (77%)

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending:     161  (18%) Hotel: 26   (3%) 
No Outcome / Unknown: 167  (19%)  Private Rental: 111 (12%) 
Caravan Park: 30    (3%)  Public Housing: 49   (6%) 
Community Housing: 54    (7%) THM-CHPI Property: 145 (16%) 
Crisis or Emergency Accom: 102  (11%)  THM General: 47   (5%) 

* Clients referred between CHL and Salvation Army 
were only included once in the client profile statistics. 
# fi 906 i
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Figure Nineteen:  Client Profile of Salvation Army Adult Services for 

Men  
 

Average age: 32.5    
Cultural ID (mode): Anglophonic (73.5%) 
Number children (mode / average): 0 / 1 

Average PIMS score (out of possible 37): 9 
Average PIMS HPW score (/37): 12.4 

Average length of sentence: 22.6 months 
% Clients with expected parole period: 61.1% 

Average length of parole: 14.1 months 

Average No. of previous prison sentences: 5 

Most recent housing arrangement immediately  
  before recent imprisonment (mode): Private Rental (35.2%) 

No. housing moves in the 2 years prior to most  
  recent incarceration (mode / average): 6 or more (38.3%) / 2 

Most recent living arrangement immediately 
  before recent imprisonment (mode): Alone (41.3%) 

Expected living arrangement after prison: Alone (88.3%) 

 

Client Provided with: 

(more than one response is possible) 
 Housing Information:    399 (99%) 
 Housing Assessment: 400 (100%) 
   Housing Assistance: 384 (96%) 

* Clients referred between Community Housing Limited 

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending:     120 (30%) Hotel: 13 (3%) 
No Outcome / Unknown: 42   (11%)  Private Rental: 38 (10%) 
Caravan Park: 7     (2%)  Public Housing: 31 (8%) 
Community Housing: 19   (5%) THM-CHPI Property: 57 (14%) 
Crisis or Emergency Accom: 61   (15%)  THM General: 8   (2%) 
 

Number of clients referred to HPW for 

assessment between Nov 2001 and Apr 2004:
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Figure Twenty:  Client Profile of Community Housing Limited 
 

Average age: 30.5    
Cultural ID (mode): Anglophonic (77.5%) 
Number children (mode / average): 0 / 1 

Average PIMS score (out of possible 37): 8.4 
Average PIMS HPW score (/37): 19.4 

Average length of sentence: 23.4 months” 

% Clients with expected parole period: 56.3% 

Average length of parole: 13 months 

Average No. of previous prison sentences: 3.4= 
Most recent housing arrangement immediately  
  before recent imprisonment (mode): No Fixed Abode (57.6%)  
No. housing moves in the 2 years prior to most  
  recent incarceration (mode / average): 6 or more (62.5%) / 4 

Most recent living arrangement immediately 
  before recent imprisonment (mode): Alone (64.4%) 

Expected living arrangement after prison: Alone (91.9%) 

Client Provided with: 

(more than one response is possible) 
 Housing Information:    337 (94%) 
 Housing Assessment: 333 (93%) 
   Housing Assistance: 219 (61%) 

* Clients referred between Community Housing Limited 
and Salvation Army were only included once in the 

client profile statistics.

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending:     17 (5%) Hotel: 11 (3%) 
No Outcome / Unknown: 93 (27%)  Private Rental: 69 (20%) 
Caravan Park: 21 (6%)  Public Housing: 12 (3%) 
Community Housing: 33 (10%) THM-CHPI Property: 54 (15%) 
Crisis or Emergency Accom: 28 (8%)  THM General: 10 (3%) 

Number of clients referred to HPW for 

assessment between Nov 2001 and Apr 2004:
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Figure Twenty-One:  Client Profile of Women's Housing Limited 
 

Average age: 31.5    
Cultural ID (mode): Anglophonic (80%) 
Number children (mode / average): 0 / 1 

Average PIMS score (out of possible 37): 8.9 
Average PIMS HPW score (/37): 16 

Average length of sentence: 15 months” 

% Clients with expected parole period: 35% 

Average length of parole: 9.2 months 

Average No. of previous prison sentences: 4 

Most recent housing arrangement immediately  
  before recent imprisonment (mode): No Fixed Abode (64.2%)  
No. housing moves in the 2 years prior to most  
  recent incarceration (mode / average): 6 or more (88.4%) / 4 

Most recent living arrangement immediately 
  before recent imprisonment (mode): Alone (66.2%) 

Expected living arrangement after prison: Alone (87.3%) 

  
 

Client Provided with: 

(more than one response is possible) 
 Housing Information:    137 (93%) 
 Housing Assessment: 134 (90%) 
   Housing Assistance: 94 (63%) 

Housing outcome achieved: 
 

Pending:     24 (16%) Hotel:   2 (1%) 
No Outcome / Unknown: 32 (22%)  Private Rental:   4 (3%) 
Caravan Park:   2 (1%)  Public Housing:   6 (4%) 
Community Housing:   2 (1%) THM-CHPI Property: 34 (23%) 
Crisis or Emergency Accom: 13 (9%)  THM General: 29 (20%) 
 

Number of clients referred to HPW for 

assessment between Nov 2001 and Apr 2004:

 ” The HPW at DPFC reports recording the sentence 
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Part D: Intake and Assessment 
 

12 Prisoner Information Management System (PIMS) 

 

In order to meet the evaluation objectives of identifying areas where the program could 

be improved, recognising process concerns, and scrutinising policies and protocols, it has 

been necessary to investigate ongoing issues raised about the intended assessment tool for 

the Initiative (PIMS). PIMS is an electronic assessment that is conducted on the 

prisoner’s initial reception into the correctional facility, and is utilised to inform sentence 

management and to assist individuals’ preparation for release. For the purposes of the 

Initiative, PIMS provides the initial homelessness risk indicator for individuals upon 

reception to prison, and was intended to be the primary source of referral for Housing 

Placement Workers. 

 

All Evaluation Reports to date have documented qualitative data from workers who have 

widely questioned the relevance and precision of PIMS as an indicator of housing need19. 

As mentioned previously, in response to the questionable accuracy of information 

reported by the PIMS assessment (conducted on an individual’s reception to prison), a 

new practice was implemented across agencies whereby HPWs reassessed individuals 

using the PIMS form, in order to obtain a more current indication of housing assistance 

required. This was in response to the conclusions made by both management and 

program workers that there are several problems faced when PIMS is administered upon 

reception. These include the validity of responses obtained from newly incarcerated 

prisoners, the varied training of those who administer such assessments, and the dynamic 

nature of some of the factors being measured. This reassessment stage of PIMS provided 

the ‘PIMS HPW’ score. This reassessment reflected a concerted effort on behalf of THM-

CHPI workers to adhere to the best practice principle of need, and to follow 

recommendations outlined by the Victorian DHS (2001b) to target those who are most 

likely to experience housing crises upon release, and who are most likely to re-offend. 
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The procedures followed regarding these assessments differ across the prison sites that 

utilise this tool. The HPW at Dame Phyllis Frost Centre does not utilise this tool, nor do 

they rely on PIMS as an initial assessment tool, and implications of this will be discussed 

later in this Report. The HPW at Port Phillip Prison utilises the re-assessment after 

looking at the original PIMS data files, and selecting those individuals with higher scores 

for the PIMS HPW assessment. At Fulham Correctional Centre, a PIMS HPW score is 

generated for all individuals who request assistance for housing. As such, the problematic 

implications of utilising PIMS as an initial assessment tool and source of referral, relate 

only to those clients assessed at Port Phillip Prison. However, both quantitative and 

qualitative data analysis have indicated that a very small number of referrals are received 

via the PIMS source at this location. To date, 7.7% of the total number of referrals at this 

location had been received via PIMS, and discussions with the HPW at Salvation Army 

Adult Services for Men indicate that this worker has relied less on PIMS scores as the 

program has evolved. In light of the minimal reliance on PIMS as a source of referral 

within the Initiative, the aforementioned limitations in the PIMS system are no longer 

considered to be of significant concern for this Initiative.  

 

Workers’ perception of the relevance of the initial PIMS assessment has resulted in 

HPWs not utilising this tool, and instead relying on other sources of referral. These 

sources have included case-workers, correctional staff, and self referrals, among others. 

In the case of Fulham Correctional Centre and the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre, referrals 

are forwarded directly from the referral source to the Housing Liaison Officer (HLO), 

who then screens them for eligibility for the Initiative. In this way the referrals are 

filtered before reaching the HPW. There is no HLO position currently operating at Port 

Phillip Prison, and therefore the practices at this location differ from those at Fulham 

Correctional Centre or Dame Phyllis Frost Centre. The following section examines how 

each prison site manages the process of referrals, and the function of HLOs in this 

process. Further, it will consider the implications of the varied practices employed at 

these locations.  

                                                                                                                                                  
19 See Preliminary Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2003) and Interim Evaluation Report 
(Bartholomew et al., 2004) for detailed discussions regarding these issues and the implications of these 
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concerns. 
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13 Process of Referral to the Initiative and Function of HLO 

 

As outlined in the Preliminary Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004), existing 

members of prison staff (often existing prison welfare or program staff) were appointed 

as Housing Liaison Officers (HLOs) for the purposes of the Initiative. These were 

designed to be the main point of liaison within the prison for the HPWs. Additionally, the 

HLOs were appointed to filter referrals to HPWs so that officers or prisoners would not 

contact the HPW directly with referrals. As such, the HLO role was originally designed 

to encourage efficient referrals into the program, thereby increasing the likelihood of 

assisting those offenders with high needs. Currently, these workers receive information 

about eligible clients from various sources within the prison, including prison officers, 

case managers, prisoners themselves, and / or via a prisoner’s housing needs score on the 

Prison Information Management System (PIMS). 

 

As the Pilot has progressed, disparate referral procedures across the three prisons have 

evolved. Additionally, each HLO role has developed throughout the course of the Pilot, 

such that their principal functions also vary across the three prison sites. The following 

section maps the referral processes followed by HPWs and HLOs at each prison site, with 

emphasis on the variations across each location, the roles of the HLO, and the 

relationship between the HLO and HPW.  

 

Examination of the effectiveness of referral processes is a crucial component of any 

assessment of functioning. Varied referral and intake practices are likely to influence the 

client group selected for the program. Further, unstandardised practices impede upon 

efforts to measure the efficacy of intake and referral processes, in relation to several 

factors, including: time and resource allocation, demand for the HPW role, targeting 

high-risk participants, and how these factors relate to housing outcomes. Improvement in 

this aspect of program functioning would enhance the Initiative’s adherence to program 

integrity and responsivity principles. These points will be discussed further in later parts 

of this section.  
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13.1 Process of Referral, and Function of the HLO at the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre 

 

Women within the DPFC facility have two main avenues to access the Initiative. The 

individual may self-refer, or they will be assessed at a ‘pre-release interview’ conducted 

for every woman at this facility six weeks prior to their release. If women request 

assistance in relation to housing before their pre-release interview, they are linked to a 

case-worker within the facility, who provides them with a referral form. This initial 

referral form provides a list of areas that the prison offers assistance with in order to aid 

women in their preparation for release. One of the areas on this form pertains to 

accommodation assistance. After the client completes the form, if housing assistance is 

required (indicated by a positive response to this check-list item), the case-worker passes 

the referral onto the HLO. At this point, the HLO contacts the woman and completes the 

Housing Assistance Referral Form (HARF), and determines (via discussion with the 

participant) the type of accommodation assistance they require. This information is then 

presented by the HLO at an “Assessment Meeting”, held weekly at DPFC. This meeting 

is intended to collaboratively ensure the post-release needs of all women at this location 

are appropriately addressed, and is attended by the HLO, HPW, the Aboriginal Liaison 

Officer, a worker from Melbourne City Mission, and other through-care workers. The 

HPW receives referrals for the Initiative through this process, which selectively screens 

clients according to the entry criteria of the Pilot. 

 

If a woman does not self-refer, but indicates that she is in need of accommodation 

assistance during the pre-release interview, the Housing Assistance Referral Form is 

provided to her for completion. Again, this information is presented at the Assessment 

Meeting, and the appropriate referral is made. To this end, every woman at this facility is 

assessed a minimum of six weeks prior to their release, if they do not self-refer 

beforehand. Below is a diagram representing the process of referral at this location: 
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Avenue 1.          Avenue 2. 
Before six weeks prior to release      At six weeks to client’s release 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure Twenty-Two: Process of referral, and the function of the HLO at Dame Phyllis 

Frost Centre. 

 

Client fills out a ‘Preparation for 
Release’ form. If it is indicated on this 

form that housing assistance is 
required, the form is forwarded to the 

HLO. 

 
A pre-release interview is conducted 

by the HLO with all prisoners who do 
not self-refer beforehand. 

Self referral to case-worker.

HLO interviews 
client and completes 
Housing Assistance 

Referral Form 
(HARF). 

Assessment Meeting.
Cases are discussed 

and appropriate 
referral is made. 

The HPW meets with 
individuals referred to the
THM-CHPI service and 

conducts a more 
comprehensive 

housing assessment. 
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13.2 Process of Referral, and the Function of the HLO at Fulham Correctional 

Centre 

 

All clients who request housing assistance at Fulham Correctional Centre are referred to 

case-workers at this facility, who subsequently provide the individual with a PIMS HPW 

assessment form. This form provides indications of each individual’s history of housing 

and risk of homelessness post-release. Once complete, the housing referral forms are 

given to the HLOs (there are currently two HLO positions in this facility), who refer all 

clients with a score of 15 or above to the HPW. This process is designed to ensure that 

inappropriate referrals are re-directed before reaching the HPW. Eligibility is therefore 

determined by a needs-based system, where those individuals with the highest risk of 

homelessness are prioritised for the Initiative. To this end, screening for eligibility for the 

Initiative occurs in both the Fulham Correctional Centre and Dame Phyllis Frost Centre 

referral processes, either through collaborative assessment meetings or via the PIMS 

HPW assessment. At both locations, the HLO is utilised as a filtering position. At the 

time of writing, the HPW and HLO at Fulham Correctional Centre were making efforts to 

reinforce to prison staff that all housing referrals were to be directed to the HLO, rather 

than given to the HPW directly, as has been occurring on occasion. The following 

diagram presents the process of referral and the function of the HLO at Fulham 

Correctional Centre. 
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Figure Twenty-Three: Process of referral and the function of the HLO at Fulham 

Correctional Centre. 

 

13.3 Process of Referral at Port Phillip Prison 

 

The process of referral at Port Phillip Prison (PPP) differs again from that of the other 

two facilities. Currently, there is no designated HLO position at this facility, and the 

Initiative has operated without someone in this position at PPP since early 2004, when the 

existing HLO left the role. The HPW reported that, at this facility, correctional staff have 

been directed to contact reception when a prisoner indicates they are in need of housing 

assistance. Correctional staff at this location include corrections officers (the majority of 

referrals are received from officers), through-care workers, drug and alcohol program 

workers, and Centrelink workers. A book is left at reception and, as referrals are made, 

reception record the names of individuals who wish to see the housing worker. The HPW 

at this site uses this book as a primary source of referral.  

 

Prisoners approach correctional staff (or 
HPW) in FCC, who direct them to complete a 
housing referral form with the case-worker. 

The case-worker gives completed forms to 
HLO, who determines client’s eligibility for 
the Initiative. Eligible clients (those with a 

PIMS HPW score of above 15), are referred to 
the HPW. 

HPW receives referrals and conducts a more 
comprehensive housing assessment utilising 

the ‘Needs Assessment Tool’1, as well as 
verbal discussions of need with referred 

clients. 
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The HPW at Port Phillip Prison reported that they accept self-referrals from men who 

approach them directly, and that they also examine PIMS data to identify clients with 

significant housing need. The HPW completes the PIMS HPW assessments for men who 

are referred from all sources within the prison, and as such, this large pool is not screened 

for eligibility prior to this assessment. Implications of this are discussed later in this 

section. Not unlike the process at Dame Phyllis Frost Centre, there is a monthly case-

conferencing meeting held at PPP, attended by service providers within the facility. 

Based on the assessments completed and information provided by the HPW and prison-

based workers, referrals are made to services / agency workers. The following diagram 

represents the process of referrals at PPP: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   
  
   

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure Twenty-Four: Process of referral for Port Phillip Prison. 
 
 

Examination of PIMS data 
constitutes one source of 

referral to the Initiative. The 
HPW delivers the PIMS HPW 
assessment to those individuals 
identified by PIMS as having 
‘high risk of homelessness’. 

Prisoners who report having a housing need to 
correctional officers and other prison-based 
workers are placed on a list at the prison’s 

reception. This is then collected by the HPW 
upon each visit to the prison. 

Self-referrals made 
directly to the HPW 
are also accepted as 

a referral source.

HPW collects names, and 
conducts a housing assessment 

on referred clients. 

Case conference is held monthly,
where cases are discussed, and the 

appropriate referral to service / 
agency is made. 

HPW continues working with 
clients referred to THM-CHPI. 
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The above information indicates that HLOs at DPFC and FCC perform different 

functions within the Initiative’s operation, while, at the time of writing, Port Phillip 

Prison were no longer providing coordinated initial screening of prisoners to determine 

their suitability for referral to the HPW.  

 

HPWs across all sites were asked to comment on their working relationships with HLOs 

(where relevant) and their perception of how necessary they believed the HLO position to 

be. Both HPWs at DPFC and FCC considered the position to be important to the overall 

functioning and efficiency of the referral process and Initiative. The HPW at FCC 

commented that the HLO at this facility works to effectively streamline the referral 

process and minimises the potential for inappropriate referrals. The HPW at DPFC 

commented that, in their view, the HLO position was necessary for two reasons. First, 

they perceived the HLO to play a key role in facilitating and linking women to services 

within the prison systems. Second, they reported that the HLO is effective in providing 

overall coordination of meetings, and generally ‘keeping track’ of individuals. Both 

HPWs at FCC and DPFC reported very good working relationships with the HLOs at 

these facilities. In contrast, the HPW at PPP did not feel that the HLO position at this site 

was necessary, and reported the current process of referrals to be an efficient and 

workable system.  

 

As mentioned, the intention of screening clients before induction to the Initiative is to 

filter and streamline referrals, and reduce demand on the HPWs. Prisoners are not 

screened for eligibility prior to the HPW assessment at Port Phillip Prison, and this raises 

the question of whether procedures at this site are efficient. It is plausible that many 

unnecessary assessments are being undertaken (given the intended target group of the 

Initiative).  

 

Quantitative data show that the Salvation Army Adult Services for Men have completed a 

significantly20 higher number of assessments than the other HPWs, with this HPW 

conducting almost half of the total number of Initiative assessments completed between 

                                                 
20 χ2(2, N = 906) = 30.62; p < 0.05. 
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the inception of the Pilot until April, 2004 (46.1%). It is possible that this HPW 

subsequently deals with a wider target group, and therefore experiences an increased 

demand for services relative to the other HPWs. Evidence of this is suggested within the 

Participant Profiles section of this Report, where quantitative data analyses indicated that 

overall, the Salvation Army Adult Services for Men participant group represented 

individuals with lower indicators of homelessness risk and need compared to participant 

groups of Community Housing Limited and WHL. As previously mentioned, it is likely 

that the lower risk profile of Salvation Army participants is attributable to the absence of 

initial screening measures, which possibly results in less efficient processes for this 

HPW. Further, the lack of screening processes at Port Phillip Prison could result in an 

inappropriate allocation of time and resources at this location. These issues present 

threats to program integrity, appropriate use of professional discretion, needs 

identification, and resource allocation. As previously mentioned in this Report, it is 

acknowledged by the evaluation team that correctional administrators may place greater 

emphasis on the ‘best practice’ procedures than the housing sector, however it is likely 

that adherence to these principles will maximise the potential to improve existing 

outcomes of the Initiative. As such, it is important that these practices be discussed and 

reviewed. 

 

Given that different referral practices can have a significant impact on the client group of 

the Initiative, this presents a major threat to the intended objectives of the Initiative, one 

of which stipulates that those individuals at greatest risk of homelessness are targeted. It 

is therefore important for management to consider initiating discussions with Port Phillip 

Prison to reinstate a referral process at this site that incorporates a screening / filtering 

component (as stipulated in their contractual agreements), so that inappropriate referrals 

are redirected rather than forwarded to the HPW. One avenue to achieve a more efficient 

process is to reinstate the HLO position at Port Phillip Prison. Moreover, the PIMS HPW 

assessment could be used as the initial screening tool, in line with practices at Fulham 

Correctional Centre. 
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 RECOMMENDATION ONE:  

It is recommended that management consider opening dialogue with Port Phillip Prison 

in relation to reinstating a screening process for referrals to the HPW at this prison, as this 

would provide another screening level at this high volume location. This would increase 

the efficiency of the referral process, and would also increase the potential of the 

Initiative to target and address the needs of the intended client group. One avenue to 

achieve this would be to re-instate the HLO at Port Phillip Prison, and for this HLO to 

administer the PIMS HPW assessment (which would operate as the initial screening tool) 

and to make referrals based on these scores, as occurs at Fulham Correctional Centre.  

 

14 Housing Placement Worker Assessments 
 

As highlighted in the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004), in response 

to the perceived inadequacy of the assessment tools, HPWs reported developing their 

own methods of assessing risk / needs on their first contact with clients. These are 

sometimes used in conjunction with PIMS HPW scores. Both Community Housing 

Limited and Salvation Army Adult Services workers have collaboratively devised the 

‘Needs Assessment Tool’, to generate an overall risk / need score. In addition to 

providing workers with what is hoped to be a more accurate sense of the level and nature 

of support required, the ‘Needs Assessment Tool’ is also utilised as a means of 

prioritising client entry into properties. For example, when a house becomes available, 

Salvation Army Adult Services for Men and Community Housing Limited compare the 

needs assessment scores of potential clients, and the participant with the highest score is 

referred to the support agency and property. 

 

It became apparent through the interview with the Women’s Housing Limited HPW that 

this worker does not utilise the ‘Needs Assessment Tool’, as they have their own 

assessment measures which they perceive to me more thorough. In response to the use of 

this tool at the Port Phillip Prison and Fulham Correctional Centre, the Interim 

Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004) recommended that Initiative management 

give consideration to testing the utility of the drafted ‘Needs Assessment Tool’ as an 
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alternative to PIMS-related or other assessment methods currently in place. If a tool is 

accepted by workers, it is more likely to be utilised and therefore more likely to provide a 

standardised and reviewable mechanism by which client need can be assessed and 

prioritised. The Office of Housing are currently developing a common homelessness 

assessment framework, which will also be introduced to the Initiative to address this 

issue.  

 

It is clear from the above information that the HPWs are using different assessment 

procedures. This may be unproblematic in that women exiting Dame Phyllis Frost Centre 

do not directly compete with men exiting Port Phillip Prison and Fulham Correctional 

Centre (as women only have access to the regional properties if no male participant is 

eligible at the time). However, the fact that the accuracy of the assessment tools and 

processes at each site have not been tested continues to represent a major concern for this 

Initiative, and highlights a significant area where the functioning of the Initiative could be 

improved. Although primarily a process-based concern, intake procedures that have not 

been tested for accuracy or efficiency are likely to impact on the outcome-based measures 

presented later in this Report, and as such, this issue requires addressing by Initiative 

management. This topic has been a concern throughout the course of the Pilot and was 

raised in both the Preliminary and Interim Evaluation Reports (see recommendation three 

in the Preliminary Evaluation Report, and recommendations two and three in the Interim 

Evaluation Report). Although no further recommendation is made on this issue, the need 

for action in this area is still current.  

 

15 Housing Placement Worker Targets 
 

As discussed in the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004), there has been 

an ongoing discrepancy between the HPW targets (as stipulated in the Program Outline), 

and the services provided by these workers during the Pilot’s operation. The HPW targets 

were being revised at the time of writing the Preliminary Evaluation Report, however 

targets did not change as a result of this review. The third phase of data collection 

highlighted that workers continued to perceive the targets as unrealistic. Workers 
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reported that they were dissatisfied with the targets, as they did not accurately reflect the 

scope of the service that was provided by them. The Interim Evaluation Report included 

three recommendations that spoke on the issue of HPW targets. The first of these 

suggested that workers be provided with more specific data forms to allow accurate 

recording of the particular information pertinent to the assessment of targets stipulated in 

the Program Outline. The data form employed up until that point did not allow for the 

reporting of that information. The information that workers would like recorded included 

information about to the proportion of worker hours allocated on various tasks each week 

(such as case delivery and networking), as well as information that addressed the nature 

of each individual contact. The second recommendation regarding HPW targets 

suggested that Initiative management revise and individualise the targets to better reflect 

the size of the facility the HPW is based at, while also allowing for the specific 

responsivity issues faced by HPWs at particular sites. Finally, it was recommended that 

these revised targets be communicated to all relevant agencies and workers. At the time 

of writing, Initiative management were addressing these issues. 

 

With the above context in mind, the HPW targets that the evaluation will utilise to assess 

housing workers’ performance are those stipulated in the Project Outline for the financial 

year of July 2003 to June 2004, and are as follows: 

 

It is anticipated that the HPW will spend approximately 28 hours per week on case 
delivery and the remaining 10 hours a week in meetings / networking and 
liaison. It is envisaged that, for each HPW, there would be 4 to 5 short-
term contacts of 1 to 1½ hours a week where general HIR information is 
provided. This translates to approximately 350 individuals per year. It is 
envisaged that there would be around 2 contacts per week of 10 hours each 
for sustained / intensive contacts, translating to approximately 100 
individuals per year receiving intensive assistance, including successful 
placement of prisoners on release (THM-Corrections Housing Pathways 
Initiative Project Outline, 2003 p. 7). 

 
Management suggest that these targets are to be used as a guide only, and that individual 

agencies should have more specific targets stipulated in their agency contracts. These 

contracts are bound by commercial confidentiality agreements and are not available to the 

evaluation team.  
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At the time of writing, Initiative management were in the process of responding to the 

changes recently recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report. Management response 

to this issue should allow for a more accurate measurement of the worker targets. 

However, as these changes had not been implemented at the time of writing, there were 

still a number of limitations within the data recording process that impeded the direct 

measurement of the specified targets. These included no fields on the current data form to 

record the proportion of worker hours allocated on various tasks per week, or the nature 

of each individual contact, which made measures of ‘short-term’ or ‘sustained / intensive’ 

contacts difficult to generate. Finally, these targets did not define what was meant by a 

‘successful’ placement of prisoners upon release.  

 

With the above limitations in mind, the listed targets were divided into two areas to allow 

for greater precision when assessing HPW performance.  

 

 Contacts: The number and duration of participant contacts will be determined; 

and 

 Assessments: The number of participants provided with assessments, and 

(ideally) ‘successful placement’ upon release will be achieved in terms of 

accommodation. 

 

It is noted here that the target of 4-5 contacts per week equates to a maximum of 260 

contacts per year, not 350 as mentioned in the Program Outline. Although it is 

acknowledged that the listed figure of 350 is likely to include the intensive contacts, this 

is not stated in the Program Outline. For the purposes of measuring these targets, the 

intended quota of 350 contacts will be used in this evaluation. The data used in the 

following analyses include information about any participant first contacted by HPWs 

between the dates of July 1, 2003 and April 30, 2004. Many of the participants included 

in these data are open cases (ie are current clients of the HPW), meaning that the figures 

presented below are likely to fluctuate over the course of the participant’s involvement in 

the program as their circumstances and  / or levels of engagement vary across time.  
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15.1        Contacts 

 

Target Contacts: Number and duration of contacts with participants 

 

As mentioned above, this aspect of the HPW targets could not be measured directly, as 

the data forms do not allow for the differentiation of short-term and long-term contacts.  

In order to provide an overview of HPW time spent in contact with clients, the ‘average 

number of contacts per client’ and the ‘average time spent with the participant per visit’ 

are reported below (as recorded by workers in their monthly data forms). 

 

Table Twelve: Average number of face-to-face contacts and average number of contact 

hours per participant as reported by HPW agencies. 

Agency N 
Average 

Contacts per
participant 

Average 
hours per 

participant

Average 
hours per 

contact 

Range of 
contacts 

Range of 
hours 
spent 

Salvation 
Army 278 2 3.5 1.7 0-10 0-20 

CHL 240 3.2 2.2 0.7 1-14 0.5-10 

WHL 148 2.9 2.4 0.8 1-12 0.5-7.5 

Initiative 
Participants 66621 2.7 2.9 1.1 0-14 0-20 

 

Table Twelve indicates that HPWs had contact with their participants an average of just 

under three times pre-release, and spent a little over an hour with the participant each 

time; a total of 2.9 hours per participant.  

 

The table above indicates significant22 differences between the HPW agencies regarding 

their contacts with participants. This table indicates that, although Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men averaged significantly less contacts per participant than either Women's 

                                                 
21 This figure is smaller that the total number of participants due to missing data in the fields used for 
analysis. 
22 Contacts: F (2, 665) = 26.83; p < 0.05: Hours: F (2, 795) = 22.45; p < 0.05 
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Housing Limited or Community Housing Limited, this HPW spent significantly more 

time with the participants per contact than the other HPWs.   

 

These findings are entirely consistent with those reported in the Interim Evaluation 

Report23, suggesting that the practices of HPWs regarding number and duration of client 

contacts are relatively stable. 

 

15.2       Assessments 

 

Assessments:  The number of assessments and placements achieved 

 

The total number of contacts required per financial year, as stipulated in the Program 

Outline, is approximately 350, of which between 250 - 260 are to be short-term and 100 

more intensive.  As previously mentioned, existing data do not allow for the measurement 

of the Initiative’s performance on these objectives in the above form. Only the total 

number of intended contacts can be assessed. The listed target of 350 equates to 

approximately 30 contacts per month for each HPW for the financial year, or 300 

contacts in the financial year to date (10 months). However, the criterion for measuring a 

‘contact’ in this context is not stipulated in the Program Outline (ie it may include only 

the initial contact with a participant; repeat face-to-face contacts with the same 

participant; or it may only reflect contacts that lead to an assessment, etc).  Although it is 

acknowledged that a ‘contact’ may refer to a number of various interactions between the 

HPW and client, for the purposes of measurement and analysis, and in light of other 

Initiative documentation24, a ‘contact’ will be counted as a housing assessment in the 

following section. Table Thirteen, below, highlights the variance among HPWs regarding 

the number of assessments conducted each month.   

 

                                                 
23 Assessment of worker targets was not possible prior to this year as complete data were not available. 
24 An extract from Corrections Victoria specific Key Performance Indicator documentation. 
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Table Thirteen:  Average number of monthly assessments conducted by HPWs since July 

1st, 2003. 

Assessments Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Initiative 

Participants 
Number of assessments 

conducted between July 1, 
2003 and April 30, 2004  

183 188 69 440 

Avg assessments per 
month 18.3 18.8 6.9 44 

Projected annual number 
of assessments 219.6 225.6 82.8 528 

Annual assessment targets 350 350 350 1020 

% of target that will be 
met (projected)25 62.7 64.6 23.7 51.8 

 

These results show that, to date, none of the individual HPWs have been able to meet the 

target monthly assessments as stipulated in the Program Outline, nor is it projected that 

they will reach their yearly target of 350, based on their average rate of assessments per 

month. These findings are consistent with those shown in the Interim Evaluation Report 

(see Bartholomew et al., 2004, for more detail). 

 

In order to assess whether the HPWs were able to meet the target of 100 intensive 

contacts (involving a successful placement) per year, any Initiative participant that 

received accommodation post-release will be considered a successful placement. 

 

                                                 
25 This figure is based on the average number of assessments per month multiplied by 12 (months). 
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Table Fourteen:  Average number of placements achieved by HPWs since July 1st, 2003. 

Placements Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Initiative 

Participants
Number of placements 

conducted between July 1, 
2003 and April 30, 2004 

77 130 32 239 

Average placements per 
month 7.7 13 3.2 23.9 

Projected annual number 
of placements 92.4 156 38.4 286.8 

Annual placement targets 100 100 100 300 

% of target that will be 
met (projected) 92.4 156 38.4 95.6 

 

Based on the data obtained between July 1, 2003 and April 30, 2004 (ten months of data), 

the above table highlights discrepancies across the HPW agencies in their likelihood of 

achieving the intended outcomes for the entire financial year. Community Housing 

Limited are predicted to exceed the targets stipulated in the Program Outline regarding 

successful placement of participants. Based on current averages, the HPWs at Salvation 

Army Adult Services for Men and Women's Housing Limited are forecasted to achieve 

housing placements for 92 and 38 participants respectively, in the specified 12-month 

period. As previously mentioned, these analyses are based on ten months of data and are 

therefore not conclusive. 

 

The findings presented in this section demonstrate that the number of assessments and 

placements achieved by the HPW at Women's Housing Limited are substantially less than 

that of the other two HPWs. These findings are again similar to those reported in the 

Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004). Recommendations were made in 

the Interim Evaluation Report regarding this issue, and at the time of writing 

management were considering further revision of the targets. As such, no further 

recommendation is made here, however the need for action in this area still remains 

evident. 
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16 Mental Health 

 

Literature that emphasised the importance of integration and communication between 

workers and service providers in transitional, reintegration-based programs was reviewed 

in the Introduction to this Report. This discussion highlighted that, without adequate 

communication both within and between service providers, individuals are likely to fall 

into the gaps between services, and that this lack of continuity of care places ex-prisoners 

at increased risk of re-offending (SEU, 2002). In order to assess the functioning of the 

current Initiative regarding these practices, the Interim and Final stages of the evaluation 

of the THM-CHPI investigated the perceived adequacy of the information flow from the 

HPW to ISP at the point of assessment and referral of Initiative participants. This stage of 

the program represents a crucial point in service delivery for participants, and as such, it 

holds huge potential to impact on the adequacy of future service provision.   

  

Phase three of data collection indicated workers felt that the referral from provided by 

HPWs to ISPs did not contain sufficient information regarding participant mental illness 

and medication needs. ISPs reported that they wanted this information in order to better 

plan for appropriate support services for clients, and also because of issues relating to 

worker and client safety. While some HPWs did not consider some of this information to 

be relevant to support needs, others felt it was not appropriate to disclose this information 

to ISPs. HPWs also felt it outside their expertise to diagnose medical / mental illness. The 

Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004) revealed that HPWs were generally 

passing on information regarding clients’ mental health issues to ISPs, however HPWs 

were relying on spontaneous self-disclosure, or observation of the client as their source of 

information regarding mental health issues. This type of information has the potential to 

be inaccurate and / or incomplete, and consequently, important aspects of a participant’s 

condition / medicinal needs, and subsequent support requirements, may be overlooked. 

The Interim Evaluation Report concluded that, without information on the mental health 

issues and medication needs of clients, the ability of ISPs to plan for, and provide 

appropriate support is hampered. 
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Additionally, the absence of appropriately obtained information regarding mental health 

issues and medication has the potential to jeopardise the safety of both client and worker 

upon release. As such, it was apparent that clear protocols needed to be developed, 

communicated and reinforced to workers in relation to the assessment and information 

flow of mental health issues and medication needs of participants. The Interim Evaluation 

Report suggested that such protocols needed to stipulate the type and level of information 

that is required when assessing individuals. Further, it was recommended that these 

protocols outline whose responsibility it is to obtain and forward such information in 

instances where it was likely to impact on a participant’s support needs. Standardising 

this process would allow for the ongoing assessment of medical / mental health 

information to be more accurate and efficient, allowing for heightened levels of 

responsivity within the Initiative.   

 

In light of these issues, it was also recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report 

(Bartholomew et al., 2004) that management remind workers that, where a mental health 

issue is likely to have a bearing on the support provided by ISPs, HPWs must pass this 

information on, providing adequate client consent is obtained. Further, it was 

recommended that administrators of Corrections Victoria and the Office of Housing open 

dialogue regarding the responsibility of each sector to obtain / provide information 

regarding mental health / medication-related issues. In response to the findings and 

recommendations of the Interim Evaluation Report, Initiative management stated that 

assessment and support provision for participants with mental health issues would be a 

focus of the next phase of the Initiative. At the time of writing, management were 

reviewing this process.  

 

The current phase of data collection has revealed that the identification, assessment, flow 

of information, and adequacy of support provision regarding participants’ mental health 

concerns remain crucial issues within the THM-CHPI. The following quotes represent 

ISP comments regarding this area of concern: 
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I think a few of my clients have mental health issues that are not being addressed 

as well as they could have. 

 

I was going to highlight mental illness as one area that could be improved, 

because I don’t feel that it is covered very well. I see that we are trying to support 

(participants) with high needs at times and those issues have not been addressed 

or have not been met very well… That is a weakness in the sense we can network 

and get other services but I do find we don’t have the knowledge to work with 

those people…mental health is one of the weaknesses of this program because it 

doesn’t have anything in place to meet those intensive needs. 

 

The above quotes illustrate concerns regarding the lack of information passed from 

HPWs to ISPs regarding clients’ mental health issues, and the capacity of the Initiative to 

support these individuals. Given this, it is necessary to explore the current identification 

and assessment procedures, and the obstacles that impact on the functioning of the 

Initiative in this area. Further, the adequacy of the support provision regarding mental 

health is also investigated. These issues are outlined below in more detail.   

 

16.1 Information Flow 

 

Accurate and timely information shared between service providers has been highlighted 

in the literature as a critical component of transitional programs (SEU, 2002). This is 

particularly pertinent with regard to prisoners’ mental health and medication needs, due 

the potential dangers of not addressing these needs (ie health and safety concerns for both 

worker and client).  
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Nine out of 1526 (60%) ISPs, HPWs and related managers reported that the flow of 

information relating to medical and psychiatric conditions was not adequate.  

 

It’s a huge problem, because the client I had an issue with this morning has got 

ABI (Acquired Brain Injury), but we aren’t getting that information from the 

prison.  That means they want us to support him, but then he comes out of prison, 

and we’ve got no information…how are we supposed to do a proper case plan if 

we don’t know (that information)? 

 

We are finding out once clients get out that they actually have got mental health 

issues…If we have that information before, then it helps us.  When they come out, 

instead of waiting for them to have an episode as such, we can set it up so it 

doesn’t happen. So they come out and see their local mental health team and we 

could get workers to see them for their mental health. So, setting the client up for 

success. 

 

Huge issue. It’s absolutely of astronomical proportions as far as I am concerned. 

The way I look at it, we are helping people to manage in the community, and 

really sometimes I think we are setting them up (for failure), it needs to be 

addressed. 

 

However, six out of 15 (40%) workers reported that the flow of information relating to 

medical and psychiatric conditions was not currently a concern for them. 

 

I haven’t had a problem with it as a worker. If you are professional you should 

know to pass on the information, or you get St. Paul’s or St. John’s to ring the ISP 

worker and exchange that information. 

 

We get that information from the housing meeting at the prison. 

 

                                                 
26 Two workers did not respond to this question due to uncertainty regarding current practices. 
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We haven’t found it to be a problem. We don’t need to know particularly what 

these guys have unless there is a risk to staff. It is sometimes simply a question of 

medication…(HPW) sits in on the release meeting and they talk about the issues 

that the client is facing and so if there is medication issues, (HPW) would pass on 

that information. 

 

As the above quotes illustrate, a lack of adequate information regarding client mental 

health needs hinders the ISP’s ability to prepare and deliver services27. If ISPs are 

unaware of client mental health issues, these components are likely to be absent from the 

support plan. This may result in an increased risk to client, worker and community. 

Clearly, it is imperative that issues relative to the support needs of clients, such as mental 

health needs, are communicated to ISPs. Reports from the majority of Initiative workers 

(60%) indicated a need to establish a more effective process of information flow 

regarding clients’ mental health concerns. However, obstacles to this are threefold. 

 

First, 27% of ISPs, HPWs, related managers, and HLOs (N=18) raised concern regarding 

their ability to collect / provide this type of information under the State and Federal 

privacy laws. 

 

I guess a lot of the issue comes from this privacy stuff. Unless they have written 

consent from the prisoner to release that information, you can’t get it. This 

privacy thing now stops a lot of this information filtering through. 

                                                 
27 It must be noted here that ISPs and ISP managers (seven out of ten) were more likely than HPWs and 
HPW managers (two out of six) to report that they perceived the flow of information regarding medical and 
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Some workers do not currently obtain consent from participants to collect information 

relating to mental health concerns. Obtaining informed consent is a vital factor in 

ensuring that the Initiative is operating within the confines of the privacy laws, and that 

the participant’s rights are being upheld. 

 

                                                                                                                                                  
psychiatric issues to be problematic. This may be because the impact of not having such information poses 
increased problems for clients and workers post-release. 
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RECOMMENDATION TWO: 

It is recommended that Initiative management establish protocols regarding obtaining 

client consent to investigate (where possible / appropriate) the mental health issues of 

potential clients. 

 

Further, in instances where consent is obtained, workers hold varying philosophical views 

about the appropriateness of collecting and / or forwarding this information to ISPs. 

Although workers are trying to work together to promote a continuity of care for 

participants, Initiative workers / management hold disparate views on whether mental 

health information should be sought by housing workers.  

 

There is a big culture clash regarding information sharing. You are not doing the 

client any good by not giving their information to the people that the clients will 

depend on.  If they don’t know the full picture, then there are going to be mistakes 

made. 

 

Housing Placement Workers are not mental health workers. If that information is 

not forthcoming, or is not appropriate to pass on in terms of housing, then I 

would be cautious about giving them that role. 
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We get a little bit of information from the prison, but it doesn’t necessarily say 

what their mental health issues are, whether they are medicated, or things like 

that. They are issues that could significantly impact on someone’s ability to 

maintain housing, or even to live independently. 

 

The above quotes illustrate that it is not clear to workers whether ISPs or HPWs should 

be seeking the relevant mental health information. 

 

Finally, information pertaining to the mental health concerns of clients may not be readily 

available for workers to access. As discussed earlier in this Final Report, two of the three 

prisons have addressed this concern by incorporating a case conferencing approach to the 

assessment and referral process for clients at these sites. These meetings allow for 

collaborative discussion about clients’ support needs and issues relating to more specific 

housing needs, including the eligibility of individuals for this Initiative. This case 

conferencing approach facilitates information sharing regarding mental health issues of 

potential Initiative participants, by providing a venue for communication flow between 

appropriate mental health professionals, prison staff and Initiative workers, and informs 

both the referral and support components of the program. When asked about plans for the 

Initiative to extend or formalise this approach, of the two Initiative management 

RECOMMENDATION THREE: 

It is recommended that Initiative management develop guidelines relating to which

worker position is best placed, and therefore responsible for collecting available

information regarding the mental health issues of potential Initiative participants.  
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personnel that commented, one responded that there were no plans to formalise this 

approach and one was unsure. However, one member of management stated that not all 

prisons may be able to incorporate a case management approach: 

 

Not all prisons can deal with that. PPP can deal with that… I know Fulham has a 

psych, but I don’t know the extent of that service provision in terms of the 

potential for the HPW and ISP to work with them to develop a case management 

approach to need. 

 

Clearly information flow pertinent to medical / mental health conditions is a crucial issue 

that has the potential to impact on the Initiative in a significant way. More detailed 

guidelines regarding the process of identifying / obtaining this information will benefit 

not only participants of the Initiative, but will also provide a more structured framework 

within which HPWs and ISPs can manage this process.  

16.2 Assessment 

 

Once a client’s mental health concerns have been identified through case conferencing or 

other methods, the impact of an individual’s mental health issues on their independent 

living skills needs to be assessed before a referral can be made to the ISPs. The ability to 

live independently forms part of the eligibility criteria for this Initiative. As such, it is 

crucial that procedures be put in place to adequately assess the independent living skills 

of individuals identified for an Initiative property, who have mental health concerns. 
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However, considering Initiative workers are not trained mental health professionals, and 

sometimes do not have access to information on client mental health needs, this area of 

program implementation requires further attention. When discussing the impact of a 

client’s mental health on their independent living skills, the volatility of mental illness 

must be recognised. That is, while a prisoner may manage their mental illness within the 

confines of prison (where medication is provided and medical professionals are 

available), post-release management may prove to be more difficult. This factor makes 

the potential impact of participants’ mental health issues on their independent living 

difficult to assess. This is particularly so if conducted by housing workers who are not 

trained in clinical diagnosis. It may be that this Initiative needs to develop links with 

prison psychologists / psychiatrists in order to acquire information on the severity of 

client mental health needs, and for the prison psychologist / psychiatrist to inform 

Initiative workers of the client’s capacity for independent living.   
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RECOMMENDATION FOUR: 
It is recommended that Initiative management consider investigating the possibility of 

incorporating a mental health assessment, conducted by existing psychologists or mental 

health professionals within the three prison locations. This assessment would only be 

conducted on those established as otherwise suitable for the Initiative properties, and 

would provide a measure of the mental health needs of participants. It would also allow 

housing workers to make more informed decisions about the possible impact of these 

needs on the potential client’s capacity to maintain independent living, enabling ISPs to 

plan adequate post-release support. 

 

16.3 Support 

 

Given that there are a high number of individuals with mental health issues within the 

prison system, and the fact that 34.6% of ISP clients were recorded as having mental 

health needs, it is imperative that firm links be established (within the community) 

between ISPs and mental health services. While 74% of ISP clients that had mental health 

needs were provided with support in this area, the questions remain as to whether the 

support provided was adequate for these participants. Improving the Initiative’s ability to 

support these clients in the community would be beneficial for the efficacy of the 

program and for the wellbeing of clients. One member of management commented on the 

limitations of support that can be provided by ISPs, however also stated that the capacity 

for ISPs to deal with the mental health issues of participants needs to be strengthened.  

 

There are some needs that are outside of what the support providers can do, and I 

think there needs to be more clarity around that. I think we need to build up the 

capacity of the support providers to deal with issues like that. 

 

Workers and management alike reported that developing networks with agencies in the 

community was one of the main challenges for ISPs during the course of the Pilot. 
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Developing those networks with other sorts of agencies…some of our clients are 

really complex needs kind of people. 

 

I would hope that we get some mechanism of better linkages to other support 

agencies, to DHS, to the mental health service sector that can be linked to this 

program so that the ISPs do not feel isolated, alone and totally inadequate. 

 

Although Initiative workers have endeavoured to establish links with other agencies, the 

above quotes indicate that further pathways are required. These comments are consistent 

with research cited in the Introduction of this Report, which states that interagency 

communication / links need to be established and continually strengthened in order to 

facilitate a continuum of care for ex-prisoners (Baldry et al., 2003). Given that over one 

third of Initiative participants have mental health concerns, it is imperative that adequate 

pathways for referral are established and strengthened by the THM-CHPI. Four of the 

Victorian Homelessness Strategy’s (VHS) Joined-Up Initiatives are designed to target 

homelessness among individuals with complex mental illness (see Table One for a 

description of the Joined-Up Initiatives within the VHS), and represent resources that 

could potentially be better utilised by Initiative workers. Developing further pathways 

would ensure that the THM-CHPI continues to adhere to the best practice principle of 

responsivity, as clients with significant mental illness require an individualised, case 

managed approach to support provision. 

 

RECOMMENDATION FIVE: 
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It is recommended that Initiative management discuss ways in which clear and accessible 

referral pathways into other relevant Joined-Up Initiatives and community mental health 

services can be established for Initiative participants. The extent of cohesion and 

cooperation between this Initiative and mental health services is not at appropriate levels 

at present. 
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17 Worker Safety 
 

The issue of worker safety is one of paramount importance. This is particularly so given 

the solitary nature of many worker-client contacts, such as driving participants from 

prison to their accommodation. One area of concern raised by workers in both the third 

and fourth data collection phases in relation to safety was the issue of obtaining the 

offence histories of participants. Under the Privacy Act 1988, workers are unable to 

access such information. Workers have stated that obtaining the offence history of clients 

would enable them to make informed decisions regarding the nature of their contacts with 

clients, and would assist them in planning for adequate support provision. Initiative 

management have informed workers that they are able to acquire a Ministerial Exemption 

under the Corrections Act 1986 (Victoria), allowing them to obtain this information. 

However, to date workers have not utilised this avenue to obtain such information. ISPs 

have commented that they want to be given that information so they do not have to spend 

time attempting to locate or obtain it. As with the mental health information, the differing 

philosophies of the corrections and housing sectors, coupled with the introduction of the 

Privacy Act 1988, have made the availability of this information and / or the willingness 

of workers to forward this information, problematic. Interviews with workers illustrated 

concerns regarding their safety and the safety of their staff. 

 

The challenge is safety, maintaining safety and support for your workers, they 

can burn out, they have enough to worry about, they don’t have to worry about 

their own personal safety…I don’t like putting people at risk…the only thing that 

is going to fix that is that there is going to have to be some clear protocols in 

place, and I know we all sweat about privacy and confidentiality, but…the duty 

of care is always the same. 

 

One worker has had their personal safety compromised on two occasions (see Summary 

of Incident Report Forms in Table Fifteen), and understandably, has concerns regarding 
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not having direct access to information on their client’s offending history before they pick 

them up on the day of release. 

Yes, it just needs to be more collaborative, it’s too fragmented. For the safety of 

the community, that needs to happen. Like the current client, I will not be picking 

him up from prison and I have to organise another plan for him.  That’s fine, but 

if I had not asked more questions, I wouldn’t have found that (offending history) 

out, and that is negligent. 

 

The issue of worker safety is a crucial concern for the efficacy of the Initiative. As 

highlighted above, management have taken steps to address workers concerns regarding 

the offending history of prisoners by informing them of their ability to acquire a 

Ministerial Exemption to obtain information under the Corrections Act 1986 (Victoria). 

However, workers have not utilised this avenue to obtain the offending history of their 

clients and they continue to express concerns about their safety when supporting 

participants. Therefore, clear protocols regarding the extent of offending history 

information that is required, as well as guidelines outlining who is responsible for 

providing this information to ISPs, are needed. 
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RECOMMENDATION SIX: 

It is recommended that Initiative management open dialogue with workers

regarding the extent of offending information required, and the most

appropriate process to access / provide this information to ISPs, in order to

address worker concerns about their safety while supporting participants
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Table Fifteen: Summary of significant events as indicated by ISP Significant 

Event Forms. 

Date Agency Event 

11.6.02 Flat Out Successful court proceeding: ISP felt that sentence was 
influenced by their involvement. Non-custodial sentence given. 

30.10.02 ACSO Inappropriate referral noted: Client on remand, and therefore not 
eligible for the Initiative. 

25.11.02 ACSO Inappropriate referral noted: Parole was denied.   

4.12.02 Flat Out Successful court proceeding: ISP felt that sentence was 
influenced by their involvement. Non-custodial sentence given. 

14.1.03 Ballarat Client assaulted member of staff.   
Client informed that home visits would no longer occur. 

17.1.03 Flat Out Client completed parole period successfully.  

4.2.03 Ballarat 
Client given notice to vacate THM-CHPI property, due to threats 

of violence to neighbours.  
Client assisted in finding alternative accommodation. 

28.2.03 Kilmany Inappropriate referral noted: Client was to be extradited interstate 
upon release. 

6.3.03 Flat Out Successful court proceeding: ISP felt that sentence was 
influenced by their involvement. Non-custodial sentence given. 

1.4.03 Ballarat 
Client release date postponed due to non-housing-related parole 
conditions not being met.  Contact with client discontinued as 

new release date did not coincide with property vacancy. 

13.5.03 Flat Out Theft of white goods from property.  Fittings were replaced. 

17.4.03 ACSO Inappropriate referral noted: Release date not within the 
stipulated maximum time frame for property vacancy. 

11.6.03 ACSO Inappropriate referral noted: Parole was denied. 

31.7.03 Salvation 
Army  

Client apprehended for re-offences, returned to prison.  Tenancy 
terminated due to imprisonment. 

1.8.03 Ballarat Inappropriate referral noted: Client had already been released 
from prison, therefore not being eligible for the Initiative. 

8.8.03 Ballarat Client apprehended for re-offences, returned to prison.   
Tenancy terminated due to imprisonment. 

4.9.03 Ballarat 
Client release date postponed due to non-housing-related parole 
conditions not being met.  Contact with client discontinued as 

new release date did not coincide with property vacancy. 

7.10.03 Flat Out Successful court proceeding: ISP felt that sentence was 
influenced by their involvement. Non-custodial sentence given. 
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24.10.03 Salvation 
Army  

Client assaulted outside of their THM-CHPI property, and 
suffered significant brain damage. Transferred to rehabilitation 

facility.  Tenancy terminated. 

14.11.03 Salvation 
Army  Death of client due to drug overdose. Tenancy terminated. 

14.1.04 Ballarat Client apprehended for re-offences, placed on remand.  Tenancy 
terminated due to imprisonment. 

19.1.04 Ballarat Client apprehended for re-offences, returned to prison.  Tenancy 
terminated due to imprisonment. 

20.4.04 Ballarat Assault on staff. Client directed threatening and aggressive 
behaviour toward staff member.  ISP services withdrawn. 

* Three more significant event forms were submitted by Kilmany Family Care, however 
were not available to the evaluation team at the time of writing. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 139

Part E: Comparability 
 

18 Initiative Participant Group and Consent Group 

 

The clients profiled in the previous section of this Report represent the total Initiative 

participant group (ie all prisoners accepted into the program throughout the course of the 

Pilot until the end of April, 200428).  

 

To allow for measurement of recidivism rates, it was necessary for the evaluation team to 

obtain consent from Initiative participants to access their correctional records. After 

negotiations and deliberation with key stakeholders, a consent form was developed and 

circulated to all ISP and HPW workers in mid 2003. The evaluation team could not 

contact the participants directly (as the consent forms were required in order to contact 

them), therefore Initiative service providers were asked to seek consent from as many 

clients as possible within the remaining time of the Pilot. However, due to the late 

introduction of this consent form, and the understandable reluctance on the part of many 

participants to give consent, only 103 signed consent forms were returned to the 

evaluators. Of these 103, 16 participants had not been released from prison at the time of 

writing, therefore were not included in recidivism data. The remaining 87 participants 

were termed the ‘Consent’ group, and form the basis of any measurements of recidivism 

among Initiative participants in this Report. 

 

In order to determine whether the Consent group comprised a representative sample of 

the Initiative participant group, Chi-square and ANOVA calculations were performed, 

with the results summarised in Table Sixteen (below)29. Shaded cells within this table 

represent a statistically significant result.  

 

                                                 
28 Data beyond April were not available to the evaluation team at the time of writing. 
29 In comparing the Consent group with the Initiative group, the former participant group was left within 
the aggregate Initiative group. 



 

 140

Table Sixteen: Comparison of Initiative participant group and Consent participant group. 

Characteristics Initiative Group Consent Group 

 N = 906 n = 87 

Gender Male (84%) Male (86%) 

Average age 31.5 32.4 

Cultural Identity 
(modal) Anglophonic (76%) Anglophonic (83%) 

Demographic 
Information 

Access to Children 1 1 

Port Phillip Prison 44.3% 24.1% 

Fulham 
Correctional Centre 39.4% 62.1% Prison of Origin 

Dame Phyllis Frost 
Centre 16.3% 13.8% 

Average Sentence 
Length in months 21.9  23.5 

Average Parole 
Period in Months 13.2 11.8 

Proportion with 
Previous Sentences 82.7% 86.7% 

Average Number of 
Previous Custodial 

Sentences 
4.2 4.1 

Average PIMS 
Score 8.8 9.5 

Correctional 
Information 

Average PIMS 
HPW score 16.7 19.1 

Most Recent 
Housing 

Arrangement Prior 
to Incarceration 

No Fixed Abode 
(41.6%) 

No Fixed Abode 
(64.7%) 

Most Recent Living 
Arrangement Prior 

to Incarceration 
Alone (54.4%) Alone (75%) 

Housing 
Information 

Number of Housing 
Moves Prior to 
Incarceration 

6 or more (50.7%) 6 or more (70.1%) 
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Table Sixteen (above) shows significant associations between the Initiative and Consent 

groups on the variables of: prison of origin30, most recent housing arrangement31, most 

recent living arrangement32, and number of housing moves33. This table indicates that the 

Consent group have a higher proportion of participants from Fulham Correctional Centre, 

and a lower proportion from Port Phillip Prison than the Initiative participant group.  

Further, the Consent group: have higher ratios of participants who were experiencing 

primary homelessness prior to prison (no fixed abode), were more likely to have been 

living alone prior to incarceration, and were more likely to have moved six or more times 

in the two years prior to their most recent imprisonment. These findings are reflected in 

the significant34 differences between Consent group and Initiative participants regarding 

the PIMS HPW score, as this score is calculated using those variables. 

 

In summary, the participants in the Consent group differed from the overall Initiative 

participants on factors primarily relating to their homelessness history. On average, the 

Consent group participants represent a more transient, high-risk group than the total 

Initiative participant group. Consequently, interpretations of the recidivism outcomes 

presented later in this Report must acknowledge these threats to representativeness. 

 

19 Comparison Group 

 

In the interests of accurately measuring the outcomes of this Initiative, the findings 

presented in this Report, where possible, are contrasted with similar findings from a 

comparison group of offenders. The comparison group is made up of a sample of the 

participants from Baldry et al.’s (2003) study ‘Ex-prisoners and Accommodation: what 

bearing do different forms of housing have on social reintegration?’ (refer to the Method 

section of this Report for an outline of this study). These data are referred to as the 

‘AHURI (Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute) data’ or ‘Baldry et al. (2003) 

data’ throughout this Report. To ensure an accurate comparison of offender information, 

                                                 
30 χ2 (2, N = 977) = 18.77; p < 0.05 
31 χ2 (8, N = 949) = 25.68; p < 0.05 
32 χ2 (5, N = 932) = 15.71; p < 0.05 
33 χ2 (3, N = 966) = 14.57; p < 0.05 
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only AHURI data on participants from Fulham Correctional Centre, Port Phillip Prison, 

and Dame Phyllis Frost Centre were used in this Report.   

 

The information gathered from this comparison group is contrasted with the Initiative 

participant group and the Consent group in this next section, in order to investigate 

similarities and differences between the profiles of these groups. These profiles will 

contextualise any comparisons of outcomes across the groups. In Part F of this Report, 

information regarding the post-release housing outcomes of Initiative participants will be 

contrasted with that of the AHURI participants. In Part G, data from the Consent 

participant group will be compared with AHURI data in relation to re-offending and re-

incarceration.   

 

The comparative data from the AHURI study was obtained late in the working of the 

current evaluation. As such, the data categories for the current Initiative are not identical 

to those in the Baldry et al. (2003) study. Therefore, adjustments were made to the coding 

of variables within both data sets to allow for accurate comparisons. Further, some of the 

information collected regarding Initiative participants extends beyond that which is 

available within the AHURI data (such as PIMS related data, and pre-incarceration 

housing moves), therefore Initiative participants are not able to be compared to the 

AHURI sample on these fields. 

 

The data fields measured, and subsequent adjustments, are shown in Table Seventeen, 

below.   

 

 

                                                                                                                                                  
34 F (1, 666) = 8.59; p < 0.05 
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Table Seventeen: Comparison of data variables of THM-CHPI and AHURI data sets. 

Data Variable THM-CHPI AHURI 

Demographic Information 

Age of participants at first contact. Age of participants at first contact. 

Age Coded continuously, collapsed into 
categories to allow for comparison with 

AHURI data. 
Measured categorically. 

Gender of participant. Gender of participant. 
Gender Coded categorically. No adjustment 

required. 
Coded categorically. No adjustment 

required. 
Cultural Identity of participant. Country of Birth. 

Cultural Identity Coded categorically, ten levels. 
Coded categorically, 26 levels.  

Categories were collapsed to match 
THM-CHPI data. 

Number of children that participants 
have access to post-release 

Number of children residing with 
participants pre-incarceration Children 

These variables were not comparable 

Housing Information 

Was participant given information on 
post-release housing options? 

Was participant given information on 
post-release housing options? Housing 

Information Binary variable regarding whether 
housing information was given. 

Categorical variable, collapsed into two 
levels to match THM-CHPI data. 

Type of housing prior to 
incarceration. 

Type of housing prior to 
incarceration. Type of Housing 

Prior to 
Incarceration Categorical variable, collapsed into 

three levels to allow for comparison. 
Categorical variable, collapsed into 
three levels to allow for comparison. 

Who was the participant living with 
prior to incarceration? 

Who was the participant living with 
prior to incarceration?. Living 

Arrangement Prior 
to Incarceration Categorical variable, collapsed into four 

levels to allow for comparison. 
Categorical variable, collapsed into four 

levels to allow for comparison. 

Housing outcome upon release from 
prison 

Housing outcome 3 months post-
release (no information available for 

immediate housing outcome). 

Housing Outcome 
Categorical variable, collapsed into four 

levels to allow for comparison. 

Categorical variable, collapsed into four 
levels to allow for comparison, although 
differences in the two variables will be 

considered when interpreting 
comparisons. 
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Table Seventeen (cont): Comparison of data variables of THM-CHPI and AHURI data 

sets. 

Data Variable THM-CHPI AHURI 

Correctional Information 

Which prison the participant is from. Which prison the participant is from. 

Prison Categorical variable. 

Categorical variable.  Only participants 
from matching prisons to the THM-
CHPI sample were included in the 

comparisons. 
Total length of sentence given. Total length of sentence given. 

Sentence Length Coded continuously, collapsed into 
categories to allow for comparison with 

AHURI data. 
Coded categorically, seven levels. 

Length of parole period Did the participants have a parole 
period 

Parole Period Coded continuously, collapsed into two 
levels allow for comparison with 

AHURI data. 
Binary variable. 

Number of previous sentences Did the participant have previous 
sentences 

Previous Sentence Coded continuously, collapsed into two 
levels to allow for comparison with 

AHURI data. 
Binary variable. 

Offending Information 

This information is available only for the ‘Consent’ group. 
Nature of index offence. Nature of index offence. Nature of Current 

Offence Coded categorically.  No alterations 
required 

Coded categorically, nine levels.  No 
alterations required 

Has the participant re-offended? Has the participant re-offended? 

Re-Offending 

Information regarding the types of re-
offences, and dates that they occurred 
were collected.  This information was 

reduced to binary data to allow for 
comparisons with the AHURI 

information on re-offending at: 3 
months post-release; 6 months post-

release; 9 months post-release; and in 
total. 

This information was coded 
categorically 3, 6, and 9 months after 
the participants’ release from prison.  

The categories were reduced into binary 
variables (by omitting participants who 

were not released, deported, or who 
withdrew from the program) to allow 

for comparisons. 

Has the participant returned to 
prison? 

Has the participant returned to 
prison? 

Re-Incarceration 

Information regarding whether the 
participants had returned to prison, and 

the date of re-incarceration were 
collected.  This information was 

reduced to binary data to allow for 
comparisons with the AHURI 

information on re-incarceration at: 3 
months post-release; 6 months post-

release; 9 months post-release; and in 
total. 

This information was coded 
categorically 3, 6, and 9 months after 
the participants’ release from prison.  

The categories were reduced into binary 
variables (by omitting participants who 

were not released, deported, or who 
withdrew from the program) to allow 

for comparisons. 
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Chi-square calculations were performed between the AHURI group and each of the 

Initiative and Consent participant groups (separately) in order to assess the comparability 

of the AHURI data. These results are summarised in Table Eighteen (below).  Shaded 

variables within this table represent a significant association between the participant 

group and the indicated group on the related variable. That is, these factors were not 

evenly distributed / similar across the AHURI group and the Initiative and / or Consent 

groups. 

 

Table Eighteen: Comparison of Initiative and Consent participant groups with the AHURI 

participant group. 

Characteristics Initiative 
Group 

AHURI 
Group 

Consent 
Group 

N 906 89 87 

Gender Male (84%) Male (74%) Male (86%) 

Age Group 25-34 
(51.2%) 

25-34 
(36%) 

25-34 
(60.9%) 

Demographic 
Information 

Cultural Identity Anglophonic 
(76%) 

Anglophonic 
(77.5%) 

Anglophonic 
(83%) 

Port Phillip Prison 44.3% 31.5% 24.1% 

Fulham 
Correctional Centre 39.4% 42.7% 62.1% Prison 

Dame Phyllis Frost 
Centre 16.3% 25.8% 13.8% 

Average Sentence 
Length 

13-24 
months 
(26%) 

7-12 months 
(27%) 

13-24 months 
(30%) 

Had Previous 
Custodial  Sentence 82.7% 59.6% 86.7% Correctional 

Information 

Nature of Current 
Index Offence 

Not 
Available 

Larceny / Fraud 
(47.2%) 

Robbery /  
Extortion 
(41.4%) 

Housing 
Arrangement Prior 

to Incarceration 

No Fixed 
Abode 

(41.6%) 

Stable 
Accommodation 

(78.7%) 

No Fixed 
Abode 

(64.7%) Housing 
Information Living 

Arrangement Prior 
to Incarceration 

Alone 
(58.2%) 

Family / Friends 
(41.6%) 

Alone 
(79.8%) 
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Table Eighteen (above) shows significant relationships between the participant groups on 

almost all of the variables listed above35. Figures presented in the above table indicate the 

AHURI group had a higher ratio of participants from Dame Phyllis Frost Centre, a lower 

ratio of males to females than the Initiative group, and lower proportions of clients within 

the ‘25-34’ age group. On average, AHURI participants had a shorter sentence and were 

less likely to have had previous sentences. This would suggest that the AHURI 

participants are not as high risk as Initiative participants with regard to offending 

behaviour. This difference is expected given the differing participant selection processes 

utilised by the respective studies. 

 

Further, AHURI participants were more likely to have come from stable accommodation 

than Initiative clients, and were more likely to be living with family or friends prior to 

incarceration. This also provides some indication that those in the AHURI study were a 

lower risk group than the Initiative participants. 

 

Comparisons of the AHURI and Consent groups revealed similar results to those 

mentioned above36 on the variables of gender, age, sentence length, and previous 

sentences. Table Eighteen shows a lower proportion of participants in the AHURI data 

from Fulham Correctional Centre than Consent participants, and higher rates of 

participants from Port Phillip Prison and the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre.  

 

In summary, participants in the AHURI study appear to be at a lower risk of recidivism 

and homelessness post-release than either the Initiative or Consent participants.  

Although this is expected given the intentions of this Initiative to target those at the 

highest risk, the groups were compared on these ‘input’ factors because any differences 

                                                 
35 AHURI and Initiative groups: Prison (F(2, 995) = 7.56; p < 0.05); Gender (F(1, 995) = 5.14; p < 0.05); 
Age Group (F(6, 993) = 63.13; p < 0.05); Sentence Length (F(6, 895) = 14.15; p < 0.05); Parole Period 
(F(1, 899) = 11.04; p < 0.05); Previous Sentence (F(1, 888) = 27.30; p < 0.05); Housing Arrangement (F(2, 
969) = 37.48; p < 0.05); Living Arrangement (F(3, 953) = 57.31; p < 0.05). 
36 AHURI and Consent groups: Prison (F(2, 176) = 7.22; p < 0.05); Gender (F(1, 176) = 4.01; p < 0.05); 
Age Group (F(5, 176) = 25.60; p < 0.05); Sentence Length (F(6, 172) = 16.56; p < 0.05); Parole Period 
(F(1, 176) = 7.34; p < 0.05); Previous Sentence (F(1, 164) = 14.83; p < 0.05); Nature of Current Offence 
(F(7, 176) = 37.23; p < 0.05); Housing Arrangement (F(2, 174) = 62.25; p < 0.05); Living Arrangement 
(F(3, 173) = 51.04; p < 0.05). 
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would be likely to contribute to discrepancies in their outcomes. With this in mind, the 

divergent nature of these groups on a number of these correctional and housing-related 

factors will be acknowledged when interpreting their housing and recidivism outcomes in 

subsequent sections of this Report.  
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Part F: Housing Outcomes 
 

As mentioned previously in this Report, Office of Housing do not yet have systems in 

place to allow for follow up information to be collected regarding the housing trajectories 

of Initiative clients. Consequently, the evaluation team were not able to address the sixth 

evaluation objective; that being to ascertain whether the THM-CHPI reduces the 

incidence of homelessness among persons exiting prison across the three sites. Instead, in 

order to provide a potential source of baseline data, information regarding the different 

housing outcomes achieved by Initiative participants immediately post-release, and the 

various factors relating to those outcomes, are presented in this section of the Report.   

 

Information relating to the housing outcomes of Initiative participants were compared to 

that of the Baldry et al. (2003) data, collected in a longitudinal study of ex-prisoners in 

NSW and Victoria, between 2001 and 2003. Information about service provision from 

HPW agencies, and unmet need is also provided. 

 

20 Housing Outcomes of HPW Participants at April, 2004 

 

As mentioned in the Profiles section of this Report, there were 26 participants shared 

between Community Housing Limited and Salvation Army Adult Services for Men. For 

the purposes of accurate analysis of housing outcomes, the first contact with these 

participants was not included in the following results. Further, cases with missing 

housing outcomes in the data set were omitted from these calculations.  

 

Information about the immediate housing outcomes (arranged for the participant by the 

Housing Placement Worker prior to release) upon exit from prison was obtained for 892 

of the 906 Initiative participants. Of these, 161 (18%) were still pending release at the 

time of writing. As these participants do not provide information regarding the post-

release housing outcomes, they were not included in the following analyses. Of the 

remaining participants (N=731), 145 (19.8%) were referred to one of the Initiative 

properties, and thus to one of the five ISP agencies. A further 111 participants (15.3%) 
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achieved private rental accommodation, 49 (6.7%) went into public housing, and 47 

(6.4%) participants were referred to general THM stock. In total then, 352 Initiative 

participants (48.1%) of participants who had been released from prison obtained some 

form of secure or stable accommodation post-release. Housing outcomes for 167 (22.8%) 

of participants obtained no outcome or an unknown outcome through this program (ie 

these people were accepted into the program, however were not able to be assisted in 

finding a post-release housing outcome, or their outcome was unknown to the HPW37). 

The remaining 212 (29%) exited prison into some form of temporary or unstable 

accommodation, such as caravan parks, community housing, hotels, or crisis 

accommodation centres. This information is illustrated in Figure Twenty-Five.   
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Figure Twenty-Five: Housing outcomes of Initiative participants (N = 892). 

                                                 
37 The participants who obtained ‘no outcome’, and the participants whose outcomes were ‘unknown’ were 
collectively recorded within the category of ‘no outcome / unknown’ in the data provided by Initiative 
management to the Evaluators. It is noted by the Evaluators that some potential findings will be hidden due 
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In order to provide another perspective on the above proportions, the group of 

participants whose outcomes were pending or unknown were removed from the analysis.  

Figures with this group removed represent proportions of those whose outcomes were 

known (ie excluding outcomes unknown and pending). The figures for the remaining 564 

participants are as follows: 8% obtained accommodation in a general transitional 

property; 26% were referred to one of the Initiative properties, 9% went into public 

housing, 20% entered the private rental market, 5% went to a caravan park, 10% to 

community housing, 18% entered crisis accommodation, and 5% went to a hotel.  These 

figures are represented visually in the graph below. 
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Figure Twenty-Six: Housing outcomes of Initiative participants with ‘unknown’ 

categories removed (N = 564). 

                                                                                                                                                  
to this combination. It is also noted here that data does not indicate why participants were not able to be 
assisted, or why their outcome was unknown to the HPW.  
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20.1 Comparison of Initiative Participants with AHURI Participants 

For the purposes of undertaking effective and meaningful analyses, and to enable them to 

be contrasted with data obtained from the Baldry et al. (2003) study, the housing 

outcomes for all Initiative participants were categorised into three sub-sections.  

Participants within the ‘pending’ outcome category were omitted, as they had not yet 

exited the prison.  The option ‘no outcome / unknown’ remained in the analysis 

unchanged. The remaining options were divided into ‘stable’ and ‘unstable’ 

accommodation. The ‘stable’ options include the Initiative properties, other transitional 

properties, public housing, and private rental.  ‘Unstable’ accommodation options include 

referral to a hotel, crisis accommodation, community housing, and caravan park.  Similar 

transformations were conducted with the AHURI data, with the outcome categories of 

own home, private rental (assisted and unassisted), public housing (including priority and 

long-term), supported accommodation (including SAAP, non SAAP, and Department of 

Corrective Services), and boarding house collapsed into the ‘stable outcomes’ category. 

The options of short-term public housing, hotel / other institution, and squat / street, were 

collapsed into a category called ‘unstable’38.   AHURI participants who were unable to be 

followed up at the three-month time interval, but were followed up at one or more of the 

subsequent intervals, were categorised as having ‘unknown’ housing outcomes three 

months post-release. The table below presents the housing outcomes for participants 

across the three Housing Placement Worker (HPW) agencies, the total participant group, 

and the AHURI comparison group. 

 

                                                 
38 The allocation of these housing options into either the ‘stable’ or ‘unstable’ categories were based on 
discussions with OoH personnel, and other housing workers.  Categorisation of this nature is inevitably 
open to debate. 



 

 152

Table Nineteen: Percentages of participants within each of the collapsed housing outcome 
types: HPW agencies, Initiative participants, and the AHURI comparison group. 

Salvation 
Army CHL WHL Total  

THM-CHPI  AHURI* Housing 
Outcome 

N = 276 N = 331 N = 124 N = 731 N = 64 
No Outcome / 

Unknown 15.2 28.1 25.8 22.8 48.4 

Unstable 
Accommodation 36.2 28.1 15.3 29 1.6 

Stable 
Accommodation 48.6 43.8 58.9 48.2 50 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 
*As information was not available for the accommodation types achieved by participants immediately post-
release for the AHURI data, this information includes accommodation achieved three months after release 
(ie at the time of the first follow up interview for that study).  Participants who were not able to be traced at 
the three month stage were included in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ section. 
 

As is evident from Table Nineteen (above), higher proportions of participants of each of 

the HPWs were in stable housing immediately post-release than unstable accommodation, 

or than were in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category. The outcomes of the AHURI data 

show that 50% of the Baldry et al. (2003) sample were residing in stable accommodation, 

1.6% (1 participant) was in unstable accommodation, while the accommodation status of 

48.4% of participants was unknown at the three-month follow up stage. General 

comparisons indicate that participants in this Initiative were almost equally likely 

(48.2%) to achieve stable accommodation as those in the Baldry et al. (2003) study. 

   

This finding represents a substantial achievement for this Initiative. As mentioned in Part 

E, the proportion of AHURI participants who were in stable accommodation prior to the 

current period of incarceration was substantially higher than those in this Initiative 

(78.7% and 40.3% respectively). This indicates that the AHURI data include a lower 

proportion of participants with a history of homelessness, and therefore a lower risk of 

future homelessness. Based on this information, it would be expected that the proportion 

of participants in the AHURI group who obtained stable accommodation post-release 

would be higher than those of this Initiative, thus it is notable that the proportions of 

participants in stable accommodation in this Initiative are similar. 
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In summary, the results presented above indicate that participants in this Initiative were 

equally likely to obtain stable post-release accommodation as those of the AHURI study.  

Given the differences regarding risk of homelessness between the Initiative and AHURI 

participants noted in Part E (participants within this Pilot are at an increased risk), and the 

time differences between release and the housing data collection (Initiative participant 

housing outcomes reflect those obtained immediately post-release, whereas AHURI 

participant outcomes reflect those evident three months after release), this is an important 

finding for the THM-CHPI.   It would appear that this Pilot has increased the likelihood 

of prisoners obtaining stable housing post-release (THM-CHPI Project Objective #1), at 

least to within equivalent proportions to that of the AHURI study.  

 

20.2 Housing Outcomes of Initiative Participants 

 

When the proportion of Initiative participants who were experiencing primary 

homelessness prior to incarceration (41.6%39), were compared with those who were 

categorised in the post-release group of ‘no outcome / unknown’ (23%40), a notable 

decrease was observed. Assuming that those in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ group were 

in fact homeless, this finding highlights a decrease in the homelessness rates of 

participants from pre to post-release. Although a very coarse indicator, this finding 

further supports the idea that the Initiative is successful in at least reducing the immediate 

risk of homelessness post-release.  

 

In order to examine any associations between the HPW agencies involved in the Initiative 

and post-release housing outcomes for clients, Chi-square analyses were performed.  

Results indicate statistically significant41 associations between HPW agency and housing 

outcomes. Table Nineteen (above) shows that participants from Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men were significantly less likely to fall within the ‘no outcome / unknown’ 

category through their participation in this Initiative than clients of the other HPWs, 

while Women's Housing Limited have lower proportions of clients who achieved an 

                                                 
39 See Table Eleven in the Participant Profiles section for this figure. 
40 Those participants with ‘pending’ outcomes were removed from this analysis. 
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unstable housing outcome than Community Housing Limited and Salvation Army Adult 

Services for Men. Further, Women's Housing Limited clients were more likely to have 

achieved stable housing upon release than those of the other two HPWs.  
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Figure Twenty-Seven: Initiative housing outcome types by gender. 

 

Figure Twenty-Seven (above) illustrates the finding that women participants were 

significantly42 more likely to achieve stable accommodation than were men. It is 

plausible, therefore, that the association found between housing outcomes and the HPW 

agencies could be a function of the gender differences in the HPW agencies’ clientele, 

and the properties available for each agencies’ client group. That is, Women's Housing 

Limited have a higher proportion of properties relative to participants (31.3% of 

properties, 16% of participants) than the male agencies of Community Housing Limited 

or Salvation Army Adult Services for Men (78.7% of properties, 84% of participants 

collectively).   

 

Factors that relate to the housing outcomes of participants will now be examined. 

                                                                                                                                                  
41 χ2 (4, N = 731) = 28.84; p < 0.05 



 

 155

20.3 The Relationship Between Service Provision and Housing Outcome 

 

 Information, Assessment, Assistance, and Referral 

 

HPWs collected data on the proportion of clients provided with information, an 
assessment, assistance, and / or a referral relating to post-release accommodation.  Figure 
Twenty-Eight, below, illustrates that 96% of the 73143 Initiative participants who had 
been released from prison were provided with information regarding housing options 
post-release, 96% were assessed by one of the Initiative HPWs regarding their 
accommodation needs, 77% were provided with assistance in obtaining accommodation, 
and 76% were provided with a referral to some form of accommodation service.   
 

AssessmentAssistanceReferralInformation

P
er

ce
nt

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

96

7776

96

 
Figure Twenty-Eight: Proportions of Initiative participants provided with housing 

information, assessment, assistance, and referral. 

 

The figure above clearly shows that the majority of Initiative participants were assisted 

with one or more of these services.  This is a promising finding given the literature that 

highlights the importance of these factors in reducing homelessness (Baldry, 2001; 

Meehan, 2002). Participant perceptions of the adequacy of the services provided will be 

discussed later in this Report. 

                                                                                                                                                  
42 χ2 (2, N = 731) = 13.77: p < 0.05 
43 This total comprises all Initiative participants other than those in the ‘pending’ category.  
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Table Twenty:  Associations between the provision of housing information, assessment, 

assistance and referral to clients, and the housing outcome achieved. 

Information Assessment Assistance Referral Housing Outcome  
(N = 731) Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

No Outcome / 
Unknown 21.4 58.6 21.4 51.4 17.1 41.8 17.6 37.7 

‘Unstable’ 
Accommodation 29.9 6.9 30.2 5.7 33.7 13.5 34.1 14.7 

‘Stable’ 
Accommodation 48.7 34.5 48.4 42.9 49.2 44.7 48.3 47.6 

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
 

In order to assess whether service provision had any association with housing outcomes, 
Chi-square tests were performed. The table above shows the significant relationships 
between the provision of housing information44, assessment45, assistance46, and referrals47 
and the accommodation achievements of Initiative participants. These findings indicate 
that participants who were provided with housing information pre-release were more 
likely to have obtained a stable housing outcome upon exit (48.7%) than those who were 
not provided with housing information (34.5%). In addition, participants who were not 
provided with housing information pre-release were more likely to obtain no outcome, or 
an unknown outcome (58.6%), than those who were provided with information (21.4%). 
To explain, the findings suggest that providing housing information to participants tended 
to increase their likelihood of finding stable housing, and decrease their chances of 
having no / unknown housing outcome post-release. 
 

Similar trends were found among Initiative participants regarding housing assessment, 

assistance, and referral pre-release. In total, 48% of those who received a housing 

assessment obtained stable accommodation post-release, 49% of clients who were 

provided with assistance were able to achieve stable housing, and 48% of participants 

who received a referral found stable post-release housing. Participants who were 

provided with information, an assessment, assistance, and / or a referral pre-release were 

also significantly less likely to be in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category post-release.  

                                                 
44 χ2 (2, N = 731) = 23.18; p < 0.05  
45 χ2 (2, N = 731) = 20.23; p < 0.05 
46 χ2 (2, N = 731) = 53.54; p < 0.05 
47 χ2 (2, N = 731) = 43.31; p < 0.05 
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Participants not provided with housing information, or a housing assessment, were more 

likely to be in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ post-release category than other housing 

categories, with over half of these participants having no known accommodation 

arranged upon release. Therefore, it is clear that individuals who are provided with an 

initial housing assessment that informs ongoing information and support provision 

regarding post-release housing options, have a significantly increased likelihood of 

finding stable accommodation. 

 

The above findings are consistent with the suggestions of Baldry et al. (2003), DHS 

(2001b), and Meehan (2002), that information provision is imperative to reducing the risk 

of homelessness post-release. More specifically, several researchers have asserted that 

assistance and advocacy provides prisoners with greater opportunities to retain existing 

housing or consider other options, should they be at risk of homelessness. These authors 

have stated that, at the least, the assistance provided to prisoners should include 

information regarding permanent, temporary or crisis accommodation alternatives and 

ways in which to access these options, and the necessary documentation required 

immediately post-release (eg social security applications) (Victorian DHS, 2001b). 

Further, the evaluation of the Prison Housing Information Program, discussed in the 

Introduction to this Report, revealed that information alone was not sufficient to produce 

positive and lasting housing outcomes for ex-prisoners post-release (Skipper, 2002). As 

such, it is commendable that this Initiative provides information in conjunction with 

assessments and concrete assistance in relation to accommodation, rather than 

information only. Data highlighted above indicate that the provision of such services is 

positively associated with participants obtaining stable accommodation post-release. 

Hours 
 

In order to determine whether the number of contact hours and the number of contacts per 

participant was related to post-release housing outcomes, ANOVA tests were performed.  

The average number of contacts and contact hours are shown in the table below. 
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Table Twenty-One:  Average number of contacts with workers, and average number of 

contact hours across housing outcome types. 

Contacts No Outcome / 
Unknown Unstable Stable Initiative 

Participants 
Average Number 

of Contacts 2.2 3.2 3.1 2.9 

Average Number 
of Contact Hours 2.4 2.9 3.2 2.9 

 

The table above indicates that participants who received unstable and stable 

accommodation post-release generally had more face-to-face contacts with workers prior 

to release than those who were in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category, and a higher 

average number of contact hours. 

 

Figures Twenty-Nine and Thirty, below, show the average number of face-to-face 

contacts, and the average number of face-to-face contact hours, across the collapsed 

housing outcome types. 
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Figure Twenty-Nine: Average number of face-to-face contacts with participants across 

housing outcome types. 
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To determine whether the number of face-to-face contacts alone was different across 
housing outcomes, an ANOVA was performed including this variable. Results indicate 
significant differences in the average contacts across outcomes48. The figure above shows 
that on average, participants who obtained either a stable or unstable housing outcome 
had been in contact with the HPWs more times than those who obtained no outcome / 
unknown. However, there were no differences found between those participants who 
achieved a stable housing outcome, and those who obtained unstable accommodation in 
relation to face-to-face contacts. Similar to the these findings, analyses of the average 
number of contact hours indicated significant49 differences across housing outcome, with 
HPWs appearing to spend more time with participants who obtain stable and unstable 
accommodation, compared with those who did not achieve an outcome through this 
Initiative. There were, however, no significant differences observed between those 
participants who obtained a stable housing outcome, and those who achieved unstable 
accommodation options in relation to HPWs time spent with participants. 
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Figure Thirty: Average contact hours per participant across housing outcome types. 

 

These results indicate that, on average, HPWs spent more time and allocated more 

contacts to participants who achieved a housing outcome through this Initiative. In 

accounting for this finding, it is possible that more time and contacts allocated by HPWs 

to participants could result in better housing outcomes for these individuals, as HPWs 

may spend more time searching for housing options and / or discussing the options with 

                                                 
48 F (2, 517) = 10.89; p < 0.05  
49 F (2, 636) = 4.43; p < 0.05 



 

 160

the participants. It is also possible, however, that an elevated number of contacts and 

contact hours is due to accommodation being found for these participants, as it is likely 

that HPWs spend more time preparing clients, providing support and advocacy, and 

managing paperwork in this circumstance. Current data are not able to confirm either 

possibility. 

 

20.4 The Relationship Between Demographics and Housing Outcome 

 

In order to determine whether a relationship existed between participant demographics 

and housing outcomes, ANOVA tests and Chi-square analyses were performed. The table 

below presents the average age and average number of children across the various 

housing outcomes, for Initiative participants. 

Table Twenty-Two: Average age of participants, and number of children the participant 

has access to across post-release housing outcome. 

Demographics N50 No 
Outcome Unstable Stable Total 

Average Age 729 31.8 30.1 31.6 31.5 
Average Number of 

Children  699 1 1 1 1 

 

This table shows that the average age for participants in each of the housing outcomes 

was relatively similar. Statistical analyses confirm no significant differences between the 

age of participants across the various housing outcomes51. Similarly, no relationship52 

between housing outcome and number of children was evident. These findings suggest 

that the housing outcomes of the aggregate group of Initiative participants were not 

associated with their age, or with the number of children they were expecting to have 

access to post-release. However, as mentioned in the Participant Profiles section of this 

Report, female participants were much more likely to have access to children post-release 

than male participants.  

                                                 
50 Participants with missing data relating to their age, or the number of children they expected to have 
access to were omitted from the analyses. 
51 F (2, 728) = 0.63; p > 0.05 
52 χ2 (10, N = 699) = 13.26; p > 0.05 
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In light of this, statistical analyses were conducted to determine whether an association 

existed between housing outcome and number of children for male and female Initiative 

participants separately. Findings indicate that the housing outcomes of male participants 

were not significantly associated with the number of children they had access to post-

release53. However, the contrary was true for female participants54. It is plausible that 

these findings were due to women being more likely to have custody of their children 

post-release, and as such, may have been perceived as a higher priority by various 

housing services, while men were more likely to have had access to their children, rather 

than custody. Results indicate that women with access to two or more children were more 

likely to obtain stable housing post-release than those with one or no children. It is likely 

that this latter finding is due to agencies prioritising women with more children.   

 

Table Twenty-Three:  Percentage of Initiative participants within each cultural identity 

category to achieve one of the housing outcome types.   

Cultural Identity N No 
Outcome Unstable Stable Total 

Anglophonic 536 20.1 30 49.9 100 

ATSI 37 18.9 21.6 59.5 100 

Former Yugoslavia* 9 55.6 44.4 0 100 

Greek* 15 13.3 53.4 33.3 100 

Indo-Chinese 26 23.1 34.6 42.3 100 

Italian 14 21.4 14.3 64.3 100 

Lebanese* 5 40 0 60 100 

South Pacific* 5 40 60 0 100 

Turkish* 9 22.2 33.3 44.5 100 

Other 32 28.1 25 46.9 100 
*Numbers within these cultural groups are too small to draw valid conclusions. 

 

                                                 
53 χ2 (10, N = 575) = 7.30; p > 0.05 
54 χ2 (10, N = 124) = 20.67; p < 0.05 
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The above table shows that higher proportions of participants in the Anglophonic, ATSI, 

Italian and Lebanese cultural groups obtained stable housing than those in other cultural 

groups. Higher proportions of participants in the Former Yugoslavia cultural group 

obtained no outcome, or their outcome was unknown, while those in the Greek and South 

Pacific cultural groups were more likely to obtain unstable housing. However, analyses 

reveal that these findings were not statistically significant55. No significant association 

was found between client cultural identity and housing outcome. This indicates that the 

housing outcomes of Initiative participants were not significantly influenced by their 

cultural identity. 

 

In summary, there were no significant findings regarding age, number of children, and 

cultural identity, and post-release housing outcomes, for the aggregate Initiative 

participant group. However, women were more likely to obtain stable housing than men, 

and women with two or more children were more likely to obtain stable housing post-

release than those with one child or no children. 

 

20.5 The Relationship Between Housing-Related Information Prior to Incarceration 

and Housing Outcome 

 

In order to test the relationship between housing arrangement pre-incarceration and post-

release housing outcomes, the former variable was collapsed into three housing types; 

‘No fixed abode’, ‘Unstable’ (comprised of caravan park, community house, crisis 

accommodation, and hotel), and ‘Stable’ (consisting of own home, private rental, public 

housing, and transitional accommodation).   

 

Table Twenty-Four:  Comparison of the proportion of participants within the various pre 

and post-release accommodation types for Initiative participants. 

                                                 
55 χ2 (18, N = 688) = 26.75; p > 0.05 
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Pre-Release 
Housing 

Arrangement 
N No Outcome 

/ Unknown Unstable Stable Total % 

No Fixed 
Abode 305 20.3 27.9 51.8 100 

Unstable 93 26.9 31.2 41.9 100 

Stable 308 22.1 31.5 46.4 100 
 

Trends within the above table indicate that higher proportions of Initiative participants 

who were residing in ‘no fixed abode’ prior to incarceration had obtained stable housing 

post-release, than participants from other housing backgrounds. However, this trend was 

not found to be statistically significant. Statistics reveal no significant56 relationship 

between pre and post-release accommodation types. As Chi-square tests are influenced 

by the number of cells, the category of ‘no outcome / unknown’ was removed, and the 

analysis was run again. As before, no significant57 association between pre and post-

release housing types was found. Similarly, no associations were found regarding the 

number of housing moves and housing outcome, and prior living situation and housing 

outcome58. 

 

The statistical findings presented above indicate no relationship between prior housing 
and post-release housing. This suggests that participants of this Initiative who were 
residing in unstable or no accommodation prior to incarceration, were equally as likely to 
obtain stable accommodation through this Pilot as those who resided in stable 
accommodation prior to prison. This represents a positive finding for the Initiative, as it 
indicates that participation in this Initiative provides participants who have had a history 
of unstable housing, and consequently have a higher risk of homelessness post-release, 
with similar post-release housing options to those with a stable accommodation history 
(and lower homelessness risk).   
 

20.6 The Relationship Between Correctional Information and Housing Outcome 

 

Analyses were performed to determine whether there were any differences between the 

PIMS scores or PIMS HPW scores of participants across the housing outcome types.   

                                                 
56 χ2 (4, N = 706) = 3.91; p > 0.05 
57 χ2 (2, N = 551) = 2.13; p > 0.05 
58 Moves: χ2 (6, N = 721) = 4.78; p > 0.05: Living arrangement: χ2 (10, N = 693) = 13.30; p > 0.05 
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Table Twenty-Five: Average PIMS score, PIMS HPW score, sentence length, and 

previous sentences, for Initiative participants in each of the housing outcome types. 

Scores No Outcome / 
Unknown Unstable Stable 

Average PIMS score 8.6 8.6 9.2 
Average PIMS HPW 

score 16.7 17.4 17.9 

Average Sentence 
Length* 26.4 14 20.2 

Previous 
Sentences 4.7 3.4 4.4 

*Sentence lengths are in months 

Although trends within the above table indicate higher PIMS and PIMS HPW scores 

among participants who obtained stable housing post-release, these results were not 

statistically significant59. These results indicate that the PIMS and PIMS HPW scores did 

not vary significantly across the differing housing outcomes. This finding suggests that an 

individual’s PIMS or PIMS HPW scores did not affect their post-release housing 

outcome. 

 

Further analyses indicate a significant difference between the average sentence lengths of 

participants across the various housing outcomes60, with participants reported to have 

unstable accommodation post-release having much shorter sentences than those who 

obtained stable housing. It is possible that the HPWs may have prioritised those with 

longer sentences over those with shorter sentences for stable housing outcomes. 

 

Associations are also evident between the number of previous sentences and housing 

outcome61. Table Twenty-Five reveals that, on average, participants who exited prison 

into stable accommodation had more previous sentences than those who obtained 

unstable accommodation. Research outlined in the Introduction has suggested an 

association between the number of prison sentences an individual has had, and their risk 

                                                 
59 PIMS: F(2, 256) = 0.27; p > 0.05: PIMS HPW: F(2, 427) = 1.20; p > 0.05 
60 F (2, 648) = 12.01; p < 0.05 
61 F (2, 627) = 4.42; p < 0.05 
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of homelessness (ie the more prison sentences they have had, the higher their risk of 

homelessness) (Baldry et al., 2003). Davis (2001) suggests that this association may exist 

because a prisoner’s social and family support relationships experience great strain, and 

often break down after the offender’s arrest, during incarceration, and / or after release, 

exacerbating the risk of homelessness. Considering the ethos of the Initiative to target 

those at highest homelessness (and recidivism) risk, the association found between 

previous prison sentences and housing outcomes is promising, as participants of this 

Initiative with higher recidivism rates and a greater risk of homelessness were more likely 

to obtain stable housing post-release.  

 

The results in this section indicate that obtaining stable housing post-release was highly 

associated with having a longer prison sentence, and having more previous sentences. 

This information provides further evidence that the THM-CHPI is targeting and 

effectively assisting a group of individuals at highest risk of homelessness and recidivism 

post-release, and is therefore conforming to the matching component of the risk principle.   

 

21 Housing Maintenance 

 

Of the 906 participants in this Initiative (all participants were included in this analyses, as 

assistance with housing maintenance is not a measure of housing outcomes post-release), 

eight (less than one percent) were provided with assistance in maintaining their existing 

accommodation (six from Women's Housing Limited, and two from Salvation Army 

Adult Services for Men).  Discussions at the Data Training Day (held in April 2004 at 

OoH to address concerns with data collection procedures) revealed that HPWs felt there 

was little demand for their assistance in this area of service delivery.  This anecdotal data, 

along with the statistics shown above, indicate that the Initiative’s objective of ‘assisting 

prisoners on short sentences to retain their existing housing’ (THM-CHPI Project 

Outline, 2003, p. 4) is not as pertinent as other objectives.  

 

22 Unmet Need Among HPW Participants: Initiative Property Allocation 
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To determine the level of unmet need among the THM-CHPI participant group, the 

demographics, correctional information, and housing information of participants who did 

not obtain one of the Initiative properties were compared with that of participants who 

did.  These analyses were focused on identifying if there were any differences between 

participants who obtained one of the Initiative properties and those who did not. For the 

purpose of these calculations, participants with ‘pending’ outcomes were omitted in these 

analyses.  Table Twenty-Six (below) indicates that the average participant who did not 

obtain a referral to one of the Initiative properties was male, 31.5 years old, Anglophonic, 

had access to one child, had a sentence length of 23 months, and had 4 previous 

sentences. This typical participant group had moved six or more times in the two years 

preceding imprisonment, was in stable accommodation, and was living alone before 

prison. 

 

Table Twenty-Six: Demographic, correctional, and housing-related characteristics of 

participants who were allocated to one of the Initiative properties, and those who were 

not. 

Characteristics Participants not given 
a property 

Participants given a 
property 

Average Age 31.5 31.8 

Gender (%) Male 82% 
Female 73% 

Male 18% 
Female 27% 

Cultural Identity (modal) Anglophonic Anglophonic 
Average Number of Children that 

the participant had access to 1 1 

Average Length of Sentence in 
months 19.8 18.9 

Average No. of Previous Sentences 4.1 4.5 

Average PIMS score ( / 37) 8.5 10.1 

Average PIMS HPW score ( / 37) 17.2 18.4 

No. of Housing Moves (modal)  6+ 6+ 

Recent Housing Arrangement 
(modal) Stable Accom No Fixed Abode 

Recent Living Arrangement (modal) Alone Alone 
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Expected Living Situation (modal) Alone Alone 
 

 Demographic Information 

 

Comparisons between participants who were allocated one of the Initiative properties and 

those who were not, revealed no significant differences regarding age62, and no 

association between property allocation and cultural identity63, or number of children 

participants had access to post-release64.  Comparisons of gender across these two groups 

reveal that men were significantly65 less likely to obtain one of the properties than women 

(27% of female participants were referred to a property compared with 18% of males), 

however, as mentioned earlier in this report, this could be attributed to the proportions of 

properties allocated to each HPW agency. 

 

 Correctional Information 

 

No differences were found regarding the average sentence length, number of previous 

sentences, or PIMS scores of participants who were allocated a property and those who 

were not. PIMS HPW scores, however, were found to be significantly lower for 

participants who did not enter an Initiative property than for those who did66.  These 

findings suggest that, apart from the PIMS HPW score, participants’ correctional 

information had no bearing on whether or not participants were referred to an Initiative 

property. The PIMS HPW score is generated via the HPW assessment, therefore it is 

appropriate that this score should influence the probability of a participant obtaining an 

Initiative property. As mentioned earlier in this Report, this assessment tool was 

implemented late in the functioning of the Initiative. The finding that participants’ PIMS 

HPW score is significantly related to obtaining an Initiative property indicates that this 

assessment is an effective indicator of Initiative property allocation. 

                                                 
62 F (1, 728) = 0.35; p > 0.05 
63 χ2(9, N = 688) = 10.15; p > 0.05 
64 χ2(5, N = 699) = 5.26; p > 0.05 
65 χ2(1, N = 731) = 5.40; p < 0.05 
66 F(1, 595) = 8.00; p < 0.05 
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 Housing-Related Information 

 

Analyses reveal significant67 associations between referral to a property and living 

situation prior to release. Type of housing before prison was also significantly associated 

with referral to an Initiative property. Participants who obtained one of the THM-CHPI 

properties were more likely to have been primarily homeless, and less likely to have 

resided in stable housing prior to incarceration (see Table Twenty-Six). Higher rates of 

participants who were not referred a property were living with family or friends before 

prison than those who were referred a property.   

 

No statistically significant associations were evident between participants given a 

property and those that did not, with regard to the number of housing moves prior to 

incarceration68.   

 

Table Twenty-Seven: Participants’ housing related information prior to imprisonment, 

with regard to those who were offered an Initiative property and those that were not (in 

percentages). 

Housing Information Participants not 
given a property 

Participants given 
a property 

No Fixed Abode 41 52.1 

Unstable Accom 13.1 13.6 

Stable Accom 45.9 34.3 

Recent Housing 
Arrangement 

Prior to 
Incarceration 

Total % 100 100 

Alone 53.9 65.9 

Single w 
Chi
ldre

n 

2.7 7.4 

Recent Living 
Arrangement 

Prior to 
Incarceration 

Couple w Children 7.5 4.4 

                                                 
67 Housing arrangement (χ2(8, N = 706) = 19.56; p < 0.05); Living arrangement (χ2(8, N = 693) = 17.73; p 
< 0.05) 
68 χ2(3, N = 696) = 6.70; p > 0.05 
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Couple no Children 3.9 3.7 

Family / Friends 31.7 18.6 

Other 0.3 0 

 

Total % 100 100 

None 15.6 9.7 

One – Two 11.3 8.3 

Three – Five 20.1 25.5 

Six or More 53 56.5 

Number of 
Housing 

Moves Prior to 
Incarceration 

Total % 100 100 
 

 

 

Although the majority of Initiative participants had unstable or transient housing 

backgrounds, the findings presented in the above table reveal that those who were offered 

a property generally had more instability in their housing histories than those who were 

not offered a property. In summary, participants referred to a property tended to show a 

higher risk of homelessness than those not referred to a property.  This finding further 

indicates that this Initiative is effective in prioritising participants with a higher risk of 

homelessness for entry into the Initiative properties.  

 

These results reflect the intended objective of the Initiative to assess prisoners’ needs and 

identify those who have the greatest housing and support-related issues. This is consistent 

with recommendations made by the Victorian DHS (2001b) regarding the need for 

programs to complete comprehensive housing assessments with the view to identifying 

those offenders with the greatest need in this area. To this end, the Initiative is making 

definitive steps towards achieving its objective of reducing the re-offending rate among 

people who achieve a positive housing outcome through the program. 

 

These results, however, do not indicate differences between participants who received 

overall favourable or unfavourable housing outcomes (as a ‘favourable’ outcome extends 

beyond obtaining one of the Initiative properties, including options such as private rental, 
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general THM, and public housing) through this Initiative. For the purposes of assessing 

the unmet need among those who did not achieve a favourable outcome, the housing 

outcome categories were collapsed into ‘favourable’ and ‘unfavourable’ groupings. The 

‘favourable’ outcome was measured as a ‘stable’ outcome. ‘Unfavourable’ outcomes 

included both the ‘unstable’ and ‘no outcome / unknown’ categories. Findings related to 

the unmet need of Initiative participants who did not obtain a stable (favourable) form of 

post-release housing are presented in the following section. 
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23 Unmet Need Among HPW Participants: Favourable / Unfavourable 

Accommodation 

 

In order to assess whether there were differences between participants who received 

favourable accommodation through this Initiative and those who did not, similar analyses 

to those presented above were performed. Table Twenty-Eight, below, shows the 

demographic, correctional, and housing-related information of these groups of 

participants. Once again, participants with ‘pending’ housing outcomes were not included 

in these analyses. 

 

Table Twenty-Eight: Demographic, correctional, and housing-related information for 

participants who achieved a favourable housing outcome through this Initiative, and those 

who did not. 

Characteristics 
Initiative Participants 
not given favourable 

accommodation 

Initiative Participants 
given favourable 
accommodation 

Average Age 31.3 31.6 

Cultural Identity (modal) Anglophonic Anglophonic 

Average Number of Children 
that the participant had access to 1 1 

Average Length of Sentence in 
months 19 20.2 

Average No. of Previous 
Sentences 3.9 4.4 

Average PIMS score (out of 
37) 8.6 9.2 

Average PIMS HPW score (out 
of 37) 17.1 17.9 

No. of Housing Moves (modal)  6 + 6 + 

Recent Housing Arrangement 
(modal) Stable Accom No Fixed Abode 

Recent Living Arrangement 
(modal) Alone Alone 

Expected Living Situation (modal) Alone Alone 
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 Demographic Information 
 

Analyses reveal no significant differences between the age of participants who obtained 

favourable or unfavourable accommodation, and no association was found between these 

accommodation types and number of children post-release69. Cultural identity, however, 

was significantly70 related to the type of housing obtained immediately post-release, with 

percentages indicating that Aboriginal or Torres Straight Islander (ATSI) participants 

were more likely to achieve favourable housing than unfavourable housing. This could be 

attributable to a high level of Initiative responsivity to the increased need of this cultural 

group, as highlighted in the Introduction.  

 

A significant association71 was found between gender and favourable and unfavourable 

housing, with male participants less likely to obtain favourable housing than females 

(46% and 59% respectively). This could partially be due to the previously mentioned 

higher proportion of Initiative properties allocated to Women’s Housing Limited, relative 

to men.   

 

 Correctional Information 

 

Analyses reveal that the variables of length of sentence, number of previous sentences, 

PIMS scores, and PIMS HPW scores did not significantly differ across participants who 

received favourable and unfavourable housing72. This indicates that correctional 

information did not influence the housing outcomes of Initiative participants. Although 

the PIMS HPW score emerged as a significant factor in obtaining one of the Initiative 

properties, this score did not relate to the attainment of favourable housing in general 

(such as public housing, general THM, and private rental). 

 

                                                 
69 Age (F(1, 728) = 0.21; p > 0.05); Number of children (χ2 (5, N = 699) = 8.92; p > 0.05) 
70 χ2 (9, N = 688) = 18.83; p < 0.05 
71 χ2 (1, N = 731) = 6.87; p < 0.05 
72 Length of sentence (F(1, 648) = 0.46; p > 0.05); number of previous sentences (F(1, 627) = 1.87; p > 
0.05); PIMS score (F(1, 256) = 0.54; p > 0.05); PIMS HPW score (F(1, 472) = 1.76; p > 0.05) 
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Housing-Related Information 

 

Analyses reveal that the variables of number of housing moves prior to incarceration, 

type of housing arrangement prior to incarceration (collapsed), and living situation pre-

incarceration were not significantly related to whether participants obtained favourable or 

unfavourable accommodation through this Initiative73.   

 

There was very little difference between those participants who received a favourable 

housing outcome and those that did not, with regard to their housing information prior to 

imprisonment. This is in contrast to the discrepancies noted earlier, between participants 

who obtained one of the Initiative properties and those who did not.  

 

In summary, this section has highlighted that the proportion of Initiative participants who 

obtained stable housing post-release was almost equivalent to that of participants in the 

Baldry et al. (2003) study. Given the differences in the risk / need profiles of the Initiative 

and AHURI groups (with the Initiative group representing a more at risk population), this 

is considered a notable finding. Factors that are related to housing outcomes were also 

examined in this section, with the findings indicating that Women's Housing Limited 

participants (the female Initiative participants) were significantly more likely to obtain 

stable housing through this program than clients of Salvation Army Adult Services for 

Men or Community Housing Limited. The provision of housing information, referrals, 

assessment, and assistance was also highly associated with stable housing outcomes.  

Similarly, a higher number of HPW contacts and contact hours were also related to stable 

post-release accommodation, as were longer prison sentences, and a higher number of 

previous incarceration periods. Overall, the results presented in this section highlight 

promising findings for this Initiative. 

                                                 
73 Number of housing moves (χ2 (3, N = 721) = 2.65; p > 0.05); most recent housing arrangement (χ2 (2, N 
= 706) = 3.43; p > 0.05); living situation prior to prison (χ2 (5, N = 693) = 9.30; p > 0.05) 
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Part G: Recidivism Outcomes 

 
This part of this Final Evaluation Report presents information about the recidivism of 

Consent participants. This part will be further divided into two sections; Section 1 

compares Consent participants and AHURI participants in relation to re-offending and re-

incarceration, and covers the period from release until nine months post-release. Section 

2 presents recidivism information for Consent participants, covering the period between 

the participants’ release and data collection. This period extends beyond the nine-month 

time frame presented in Section 1, up to two years post-release for some participants.  

Section 2 will also examine various factors that may be related to re-offending and re-

incarceration. 

 

Section 1: Consent group and AHURI group 
 

24 Recidivism Data Collection 

 

As mentioned earlier in this Report, the information presented in this section is based on 

the data of the 87 program participants who consented to have their offending 

information used in this evaluation, and who had been released from prison at the time of 

writing.  These participants are referred to as the ‘Consent’ group.  

 

Once the consent forms were received, the evaluators obtained information relating to 

past offending behaviour and incarceration periods, and re-offending and re-incarceration 

for each Consent participant. This information was gathered from the Courtlink and 

OASIS database systems, which were accessed through the Ringwood and Box Hill CCS 

offices. Any charges that participants had been convicted of since their release, or that 

were pending at the time of data collection, were included as re-offences, and participants 

who had returned to prison, or were on remand, were listed as having been re-

incarcerated. Information relating to the current offence was also collected. Dates of 

imprisonment and release for all recorded prison sentences were obtained in order to 
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measure the ‘average time spent in the community between incarceration periods’; 

another basis on which to assess the functioning of the current program. 

 

The data provided in the Baldry et al. (2003) study, a sample of which was used for 

comparative purposes in this Report, were obtained through direct interviews with the 

participants. Participants included in the Baldry et al. (2003) data were approached by 

prison staff and asked to participate in the study. Those who agreed were interviewed just 

prior to release, and again at three, six, and nine months post-release. Qualitative data 

from these interviews were reduced and formed the basis for the comparison data utilised 

in the current evaluation. 

 

25 Consent Group 

 

In total, 103 of the Initiative’s 906 participants provided consent allowing the evaluation 

team to access information relating to their recidivism behaviours. Of the 103, 16 

participants were still in prison, and these were not included in analyses involving 

recidivism. As previously mentioned, the remaining participants are referred to as the 

‘Consent’ group. Consequently, the information presented below included offending data 

for 87 Consent participants, of which 75 (86.2%) were male. Data from the AHURI study 

(Baldry et al., 2003) included 89 participants from Port Phillip Prison, Fulham 

Correctional Centre, and the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre (74.2% male), and it was this 

sub-set that was chosen for comparative purposes here. As indicated in the Comparisons 

section of this report (Table Sixteen), the average participant within this Consent sample 

was an Anglophonic male from Fulham Correctional Centre, who was 32 years old, had a 

sentence length of 23.5 months with a parole period of 12 months, and had four previous 

prison sentences. The average Consent participant had a PIMS score of 9.5, a PIMS HPW 

score of 19, and was living alone in ‘no fixed abode’ prior to incarceration.  

 

Figure Thirty-One shows the distribution of Consent and AHURI participants across the 

three target prison locations. 
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Figure Thirty-One: Percentage of Consent and AHURI participants from each of Port 

Phillip Prison, Fulham Correctional Centre, and Dame Phyllis Frost Centre. 

 

26 Recidivism Outcomes of Consent and AHURI Participants 

 

Information regarding the offending behaviour of Consent participants was collected 

from the time of their release until April 2004. The time-lapse between participant release 

and the collection of re-offending data varied between as little as one week, to almost two 

years, depending on the time of their release during the current Pilot. As the information 

provided in the AHURI study included re-offending data up to nine months post-release, 

any offending behaviour that occurred after nine months in the Consent data was not 

included in these comparisons. Consequently, the following results include re-offending 

behaviours that occurred between the date of release and nine months post-release.  

Information relating to any re-offending by Consent participants beyond this comparison 

period will be presented independently later in this section. 

 

Further, as the time between release and re-offending and / or re-incarceration of Consent 

participants was measured as a continuous variable, this variable was recoded into 

categories to allow for comparisons with the AHURI data, and is presented cumulatively.  
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The percentages included in the table below, under the ‘three-month’ heading, comprise 

participants who had re-offended or been re-incarcerated any time during the three 

months following their release. Those who re-offended between four and six months 

post-release are included in the ‘six-month’ heading, and so on. To explain, not all of the 

Consent participants who are included in the three-month category had actually been 

released for three months (one had been out for only a week). The average time out of 

prison for Consent participants included in the three-month interval was 11.6 weeks. The 

same situation exists for Consent participants in the six and nine-month stages, with the 

average time between release and follow up being 23.5 weeks and 35.5 weeks 

respectively74.  

 

Participants in the Baldry et al. (2003) study were followed up three, six, and nine months 

following their release date, providing a snap shot of all contactable participants at those 

stages. To illustrate, all participants included within the three-month interval had been 

released for three months. 

 

                                                 
74 These averages appear high because participants who had not been released for the specified time frames 
represent a small proportion of the total number of participants within each group. 
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Table Twenty-Nine: Proportions of Consent and AHURI participants who had re-

offended and / or been re-incarcerated at three months, six months, and nine months post-

release75. 

Offending Behaviour Consent N AHURI N 

Re-offended 27.1% 87 45.9% 373 months 
post-release Re-incarcerated 3.5% 87 32.4% 37

Re-offended 56.5% 69 54.2% 486 months 
post-release Re-incarcerated 14.5% 69 43.8% 48

Re-offended 69.4% 36 75% 529 months 
post-release Re-incarcerated 16.7% 36 61.5% 52

Re-offended 51.7% 87 62.5% 64
Total 

Re-incarcerated 14.9% 87 50% 64
* Cell percentages are proportions of the number of people able to be followed up at each time 

interval, as listed in the ‘N’ column. 

 

The above table shows the proportions of participants from both the Consent and the 

comparison groups that had re-offended and / or been re-incarcerated at each follow up 

interval. It is apparent from this table that 27.1% of the 87 Consent participants that were 

included in the three-month follow up had re-offended by that stage. In contrast, 45.9% of 

the 37 AHURI participants who were followed up at the three-month interval had re-

offended at the three-month stage. This is a notable finding for the Initiative, given the 

literature highlighted in the Introduction that stated the highest prevalence of recidivism 

for ex-prisoners is within the first three months after release, and that a major contributor 

to this is lack of accommodation (Davis, 2001). The comparative low rate of re-offending 

among the Consent group at the three-month post-release stage provides a preliminary 

indicator that the Initiative is lowering recidivism levels during this immediate, high risk 

period. 

                                                 
75 A notable distinction between the Consent group and the AHURI group is that the three, six, and nine-
month groups in the AHURI sample are made up of a proportion of people who were followed up at each 
time interval, but also participants who appeared in only one or more cell. For example, the number of 
participants in the six-month group represents the number of participants able to be located six month post 
their release, and may or may not include participants counted in the three and nine-month time intervals. 
In the Consent group, the differences in the number of participants in each cell are simply due to 
differences in the amount of time that participants had been out of prison (eg no person appears in the six or 
nine month group who didn’t appear in the three month group).  
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On simple inspection, Table Twenty-Nine indicates slightly lower rates of re-offending 

among Consent participants than is evident among the sample of participants from the 

Baldry et al. (2003) study. In total, 52% of Consent participants had re-offended by nine 

months post their release from prison76. In comparison, 62.5% of the sample of AHURI 

participants had re-offended by this stage.   
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Figure Thirty-Two:  Proportions of Consent and AHURI participants who had re-offended 

three, six, and nine months post-release, and overall. 

 

To determine whether there were statistical relationships between participant groups and 

their re-offending patterns, Chi-squared tests of association were undertaken. These 

results indicate a significant77 association between participant groups and re-offending at 

the three-month interval, with the participants in the Consent group being less likely to 

have re-offended than those in the AHURI group. Figure Thirty-Two also indicates a 

lower proportion of Initiative participants who had re-offended since release (52%)  

                                                 
76 This figure is not able to be contrasted with re-offending rates for all Victorian ex-prisoners at nine-
months post-release, as this statistic was not available at the time of writing.  
77 χ2(1, N = 122) = 4.14; p < 0.05 
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(across all time intervals) than those included from the AHURI study (63%). Although 

this finding is not statistically significant78, it does indicate that the Initiative is showing 

potential in reducing re-offending among the target group. Once again, these findings 

highlight promising results for the THM-CHPI. 

 

No significant associations were found between re-offending and participant groups at the 

six and nine-month follow up periods79.   

 

Figure Thirty-Three (below) shows the proportion of Consent group participants who had 

been re-incarcerated three months, six months, and nine months post-release, as well as 

the overall percentage of participants who had been re-incarcerated at the nine-month 

period. Comparative information for the subgroup of participants in the AHURI study are 

also shown. 
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Figure Thirty-Three: Proportions of Consent and included AHURI participants who had 

been re-incarcerated three, six, and nine months post-release, and overall. 

The figure above shows that participants in the Consent group were less likely to have 

been re-incarcerated at each of the follow up stages than those in the sample AHURI 

                                                 
78 χ2(1, N = 151) = 1.74; p > 0.05 
79 6 months (χ2(1, N = 117) = 0.06; p > 0.05); 9 months (χ2(1, N = 88) = 0.33; p > 0.05)  
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group. Overall, although 52% of Initiative participants had re-offended by nine months 

post-release, only 14.9% of the total Consent group had been re-incarcerated. In 

comparison, half of the included AHURI participants had returned to prison. Analyses of 

associations between participant group and re-incarceration patterns indicate significant 

relationships between these variables at each of the stages80.  To explain, Consent 

participants were significantly less likely to have been re-incarcerated than the 

participants from the AHURI sample at each post-release follow up stage. 

 

This represents a considerable finding for the THM-CHPI. When compared with the 

sample of participants in the Baldry et al. (2003) study, there is an association between 

participation in this Initiative and significantly reduced rates of re-incarceration. The 

trend of slightly (although not statistically significant) lower rates of re-offending also 

highlights an achievement for the Initiative, especially considering the higher risk of 

recidivism evident among the Consent group than the AHURI group, mentioned earlier. 

 

Comparisons with the sample of participants in the AHURI study indicate that this 

Initiative has: effectively targeted participants with a higher risk of homelessness and 

recidivism (as highlighted in the preceding parts of this Report), slightly reduced their 

relative rate of re-offending, and significantly reduced their rate of re-incarceration.     

 

Anecdotal evidence would suggest that the reduced rates of re-incarceration among 

Consent participants could be partially attributable to the assistance of the ISPs in court 

matters. One ISP has reported the perception that having a support worker has influenced 

the types of sentences given to re-offenders (ie it has, in their opinion, increased the 

chances of participants staying out of prison once they have re-offended): 

 

Since the Pilot, we have only had one (participant) that has not been successful in court. 
So, all of the other (clients) that have re-offended have been able to remain 
in the community… That, to me, is a big success. 

   

                                                 
80 Three months (χ2(1, N = 122) = 19.97; p < 0.05); Six months (χ2(1, N = 117) = 12.44; p < 0.05); Nine 
months (χ2(1, N = 88) = 17.46; p < 0.05); overall (χ2(1, N = 151) = 22.63; p < 0.05) 
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In addition, several incidents of participants having successful court outcomes that are 

perceived to be due to involvement with this Initiative are documented in Table Fifteen in 

Part D of this Report. The program’s positive impact on reducing recidivism was also 

underlined by the participants of the Initiative, with 76% of clients reporting that they felt 

their involvement with the Initiative had reduced their chances of re-offending (see Part I 

for further detail on participant perceptions of the program). 

 

In order to test the objective of whether this Initiative reduces the re-offending rate 

among people who obtained a positive housing outcome (Objective # 3), only participants 

from the Consent sample and the included AHURI sample who obtained stable post-

release housing were included in the following analysis. Table Thirty below shows the 

proportion of these participants who received stable housing and had re-offended, and / or 

been re-incarcerated. 

 

Table Thirty: Proportion of Consent and AHURI participants who received stable 

housing, and had re-offended and / or been re-incarcerated by nine-months post-release. 

Recidivism Outcome Consent AHURI 
Re-offended 53.8 % 68.8 % 

Re-incarcerated 16.9 % 50 % 

 

Table Thirty shows that 53.8% of Consent participants who had entered stable post-

release housing had re-offended, and 16.9% had been re-incarcerated. These proportions 

are notably lower than that of the AHURI sample, with 68.8% having re-offended and 

50% returning to prison. Chi-square analyses reveal a statistically significant association 

between participant group and re-incarceration81, however not between participant group 

and re-offending82. These findings indicate that Consent participants who obtained stable 

housing were significantly less likely to return to prison than the sample of AHURI 

participants in stable housing, and trends would indicate a similar (although non-

significant) pattern for re-offending. This highlights a positive finding for the Initiative, 

                                                 
81 χ2 (1, N = 97) = 11.68; p < 0.05 
82 χ2 (1, N = 97) = 1.97; p > 0.05 
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especially when the higher risk profile of the Consent participants is considered. Results 

illustrate that the Initiative has significantly lowered the rates of re-incarceration among 

the higher risk Consent participants who obtained stable post-release housing, relative to 

the lower risk AHURI participants. Further, the lower rates of re-offending among 

Consent participants provide some preliminary indicators that the Initiative may be 

reducing the level of re-offending among this high risk group. Although these findings 

are not statistically significant, trends indicate that there is potential in this respect.   

 

Section 2: Consent Group 
 

The above section presented the recidivism rates of Consent participants from the time of 

release up until nine months post-release, to allow for comparisons with the AHURI data.  

This section now presents the overall rates of re-offending and re-incarceration for 

Consent participants (including and beyond the nine-month period just presented), as well 

as the various factors related to re-offending and re-incarceration. 

 

27 Recidivism of Consent Participants at April, 2004 

 

On average, Consent participants had been released for 9.1 months prior to their 

offending information being collected, with the minimum time being one week, and the 

maximum being just under two years (23.2 months).  In order to simplify the analyses, 

these participants were categorised into four groups: 1) those who had been released for 

up to three months at the time of collecting recidivism data (April, 2004), 2) those 

released between four and six months prior to this data collection, 3) participants released 

between seven and nine months before data collection, and 4) those who had been 

released for ten months or more at the time of the data follow up. The number of 

participants within each category, and their related re-offending and re-incarceration rates 

are shown in the table below. 

 

Table Thirty-One:  Proportion of Consent participants who had been released for 0-3, 4-6, 

7-9, or 10+ months, and who have re-offended and / or been re-incarcerated. 
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Recidivism 0-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-9 Months 10+ 
Months Overall 

Re-offended 10%  
(N =10) 

44.4% 
(N =27) 

62.5% 
(N =24) 

80.8% 
(N =26) 

56.3% 
(N =87) 

Re-incarcerated 10% 
(N =10) 

22.2% 
(N =27) 

20.8% 
(N =24) 

46.2% 
(N =26) 

27.6% 
(N =87) 

 

As can be seen in Table Thirty-One, 44% of the 27 participants who had been released 
for up to six months had re-offended, and 22.2% had been re-incarcerated. Overall, 
56.3% of the 87 Consent participants had re-offended, and 27.6% had returned to prison. 
The above table shows a clear trend among participants, with the rate of re-offending 
rising steadily across the time intervals. A similar, yet less consistent, trend is evident 
with regard to re-incarceration. The figures presented in this table indicate that the 
proportions of Consent participants who had re-offended and / or been re-incarcerated 
increased as the time since release lengthened. The figure below provides a visual 
representation of these patterns.  
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Figure Thirty-Four: Proportion of Consent participants who had been released for 0-3 

months, 4-6 months, 7-9 months, and 10+ months, and who had re-offended and / or been 

re-incarcerated. 

 

The proportion of the ten Consent participants who had re-offended and / or been re-

incarcerated at three months post-release (10%) represents a promising finding for the 

THM-CHPI. Literature presented in the Introduction to this Report highlighted that the 
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highest prevalence of recidivism is within the first three months post-release (Davis, 

2001). The lower rates of recidivism during this period for Consent participants indicate a 

reduction in re-offending within the first three months of release, rather than an increase 

as suggested in the literature. It is plausible that the Initiative may be assisting individuals 

to not re-offend in the short-term, however trends within the data indicate that this 

positive influence may not extend beyond the first three months of release.  

 

In order to provide another avenue through which the re-incarceration rates of Consent 

participants could be scrutinised, the proportion of these participants who had returned to 

prison was compared with that of the Victorian ex-prisoner population, as presented in 

the Commonwealth Productivity Commission’s Report on Government Services (2004).  

However, it must be noted that the statistics presented in the aforementioned report do not 

include ex-prisoners who were subject to further supervision / contact with corrective 

services upon release (ie parole). In light of this, only Consent participants who were not 

on parole were included in this comparison.   

 

Further, the re-incarcerated statistics provided within the Report on Government Services 

includes ex-prisoners who had returned to prison within two years of their release. In 

contrast, the average time since release for Consent participants was nine months. 

Consequently, it is important to consider this time difference when interpreting any 

comparisons of non-paroled Consent participants and the wider Victorian prison 

population (non-paroled). Given the linear trends evident in Figure Thirty-Four, it is 

likely that the recidivism rates of Consent participants within this analysis were 

conservative, and would be expected to be higher at two years post-release. 

Comparisons indicate that the proportion of non-paroled Consent participants who had 

returned to prison (11.1%; N = 36) was much lower than that of the Victorian ex-prisoner 

population (31.3%) (Commonwealth Productivity Commission, 2004). However, it must 

be remembered that the average time since release for Consent participants was lower 

than that of the Victorian ex-prisoner group. Consequently, and given the re-incarceration 

trends evident in Figure Thirty-Four, it is expected that the percentage of re-incarcerated 

Consent participants would be higher at two years post-release. Current data do not 
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indicate whether this proportion will reach / exceed that provided by the Commonwealth 

Productivity Commission’s Report on Government Services (2004). 

When the profiles of the two groups are compared, the above results indicate promising 

findings for the Initiative. The Victorian population of non-paroled ex-prisoners includes 

individuals from all Victorian prisons and all risk levels, and has not been systematically 

selected according to high risk of homelessness and recidivism, as the Consent sample 

has. Therefore, it is expected that the Victorian group would have significantly lower risk 

levels than the Consent group. It follows from this that Consent participants would 

represent a more criminogenic group. When contextualised in this way, the lower rate of 

re-incarceration among (non-paroled) Consent participants provide preliminary indicators 

of Initiative success. Once again, the abovementioned limitations must be noted when 

viewing these results.  

 

Overall, this section of the Final Evaluation Report has so far indicated that the re-

incarceration rate of all Consent participants (14.9%) was lower than that of the subset of 

the AHURI group (50%) (Section 1). Further, the proportion of re-incarcerated, non-

paroled Consent participants was lower than that of non-paroled Victorian ex-prisoners 

(Section 2), however the disparate time since release (Victorian ex-prisoners had been 

released for two years, while Consent participants had been released for an average of 

nine months), and the linear re-incarceration trends among Consent participants, must be 

considered when interpreting these results. In general, results indicate that involvement 

with this Initiative appears to reduce the rates of re-incarceration among high risk 

prisoners released from Port Phillip Prison, Fulham Correctional Centre, and the Dame 

Phyllis Frost Centre relative to other ex-prisoners from those locations. This section has 

also indicated that Consent participants were less likely to re-offend within the first three 

months of release than the sample of AHURI participants, however not at the six or nine-

month intervals, suggesting that the Initiative only may have a short-term impact on re-

offending.  

 

28 Factors Related to Re-offending and Re-incarceration 
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In order to determine whether there were any associations between recidivism and other 
variables, statistical analyses were performed. Variables included in these analyses 
include demographic data (gender, age, cultural identity, access to children, and drug 
use), housing-related information (housing outcome, housing and living arrangements 
prior to last incarceration, number of housing moves in the two years preceding their 
most recent incarceration, Initiative property referral, and the ISP agency referred to), and 
correctional data (number of prior sentences, length of most recent sentence, type of 
index offence resulting in most recent incarceration, and whether the participant was on 
parole). 
 

28.1 Demographic Information 

 

Analysis revealed no significant differences between the age of participants who had re-

offended83, or who had been re-incarcerated84, and those who had not re-offended or 

returned to prison. Similarly, no significant associations were found between re-offending 

or re-imprisonment and cultural identity85, the number of children the participant has 

access to post-release86, or drug and alcohol problems87.  

 

In contrast, gender was found to be significantly associated with re-incarceration88, 

however not with re-offending89. The figure below shows a higher proportion of female 

participants had been re-incarcerated than male participants.  

 

                                                 
83 F(1, 86) = 2.37; p > 0.05 
84 F(1, 86) = 2.85; p > 0.05 
85 Re-offending (χ2(8, N = 86) = 6.26; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(8, N = 86) = 7.14; p > 0.05) 
86 Re-offending (χ2(5, N = 86) = 6.89; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(5, N = 86) = 4.69; p > 0.05) 
87 Re-offending (χ2(1, N = 86) = 1.99; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(1, N = 86) = 2.26; p > 0.05) 
88χ2(1, N = 87) = 15.67; p < 0.05 
89 χ2(1, N = 87) = 1.97; p > 0.05 
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Figure Thirty-Five:  Percentage of all male and female Consent participants who had 

been re-incarcerated. 

The figure above indicates that 75% of females in the Consent group had been re-
incarcerated, while only 20% of male all Consent participants had returned to prison. 
Given the lack of association between gender and re-offending, this finding suggests that 
female participants were more likely to return to prison for their offences than the male 
participants. This trend is confirmed in the figure below, which shows the proportion of 
re-offending male and female participants who had returned to prison. 
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Figure Thirty-Six: Proportion of re-offending male and female participants who had 
returned to prison. 

 
Figure Thirty-Six indicates that 89% of females that had re-offended since their release 
from prison had been re-incarcerated. This compares to 38% of re-offending male 
participants who had returned to prison. The significant90 association between gender and 
re-incarceration among re-offending participants could possibly represent more serious 
offences being committed by female participants in this Pilot, and could again highlight 
the more complex needs of female offenders, as mentioned in the Introduction of this 
Report. It is equally plausible, however, that this association is a function of the current 
policies and practices of the Criminal Justice System in taking an increasingly stern 
approach to female offenders. 
 
In summary, with the exception of gender and re-incarceration, there are no significant 
relationships between demographic factors and re-offending or re-incarceration among 
the Consent group, suggesting that recidivism behaviours were not significantly affected 
by these variables. 
 
28.2 Housing-related Information 
 
To establish whether a relationship existed between participants’ pre-incarceration 
housing experiences and re-offending or re-incarceration, cross tabulations were 
performed. Results indicate no significant associations between re-offending or re-
incarceration and the variables of: housing arrangement prior to their most recent 
imprisonment; living arrangement prior to their most recent imprisonment; and number of 
housing moves in the two years preceding their most recent incarceration91. Given that a 
history of homelessness is reported in the literature to be related to recidivism (DeLisi, 
2000; Snow, Baker & Anderson, 1989), the lack of association between these variables 
could present a promising finding for the Initiative. It is likely that the impact of the 
Initiative has effectively reduced the likelihood of re-offending and re-incarceration 
among those deemed to be at higher risk of homelessness (and therefore recidivism), to 
rates comparable to those deemed to have lower risk. 
 
Further analyses were performed to examine whether participants’ re-offending and / or 
re-incarceration were associated with the type of post-release housing outcome they 
achieved (‘stable’ or ‘unstable’).  It is noted here that all of the Consent participants were 
recorded to have obtained stable or unstable post-release housing. There were no Consent 
participants with housing outcomes in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category. It is likely 
that participants within this category were either not invited to participate in this aspect of 
the evaluation, or declined the invitation (this point is discussed in further detail in Part J 
of this Report). Once again, Chi-square analyses indicate no significant association 

                                                 
90 χ2(1, N = 49) = 7.79; p < 0.05 
91 Prior Housing Arrangement; Re-offending (χ2(2, N = 85) = 0.84; p > 0.05), Re-incarceration (χ2(2, N = 
85) = 1.80; p > 0.05):  Prior Living Arrangement; Re-offending (χ2(2, N = 84) = 0.77; p > 0.05); Re-
incarceration (χ2(2, N = 84) = 3.06; p > 0.05): Number of Housing Moves; Re-offending (χ2(3, N = 87) = 
3.83; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(3, N = 87) = 4.34; p > 0.05). 
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between housing and recidivism92. Similarly, no association was found between re-
offending or re-incarceration and Initiative property referral93. These findings indicate 
that the recidivism behaviours of Consent participants have no direct relationship with 
their post-release housing type (stable or unstable), including whether they obtained an 
Initiative property.  
 
The above findings highlight some important concerns for the THM-CHPI. Although the 
Initiative has had a positive impact on participants’ re-offending and re-incarceration 
rates, as noted previously in this Report, this influence is not related to post-release 
housing outcome. This raises questions as to what is in fact contributing to the reduction 
in recidivism among Initiative participants, relative to those within the AHURI sample. A 
useful analysis would be to compare the recidivism outcomes of participants who were 
provided with any form of housing assistance through this program and those who were 
not (ie those with housing outcomes in the ‘no outcome / unknown category), as it is 
plausible that being provided with any form of accommodation (be it stable or unstable) 
contributes to a reduction in recidivistic behaviours. It may be equally likely that simply 
being involved in a program designed to reduce recidivism, regardless of the housing or 
support provided, is enough to alter participants’ recidivism behaviours. However, as 
there were no Consent participants with post-release housing outcomes in the ‘no 
outcome / unknown’ category, this analysis could not be done in this current evaluation. 
Nonetheless, the lack of association between housing outcome and recidivism constitutes 
an important finding for the Initiative, and presents an area that requires further 
investigation. 
 
Among the Consent participants referred to one of the Initiative properties, Chi-square 
analyses highlight a significant association between the Initiative support agency they 
were in contact with and re-incarceration potential94. However, this association was not 
evident in relation to re-offending95. In order to explore the trend among ISP participants 
and re-incarceration more thoroughly, analyses were again performed only participants of 
the agencies who had re-offended. The figure below provides an illustration of the 
findings. 
 

                                                 
92 Re-offending (χ2(1, N = 87) = 0.48; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(1, N = 87) = 2.87; p > 0.05) 
93 Re-offending (χ2(1, N = 87) = 2.09; p > 0.05); Re-incarceration (χ2(1, N = 87) = 0.46; p > 0.05). 
94 χ2(4, N = 35) = 16.36; p < 0.05 
95 χ2(4, N = 35) = 4.46; p > 0.05 
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Figure Thirty-Seven: Proportion of re-offending ISP clients who had been re-

incarcerated. 
 
It is apparent from this graph that a higher percentage of re-offending Consent 
participants from Ballarat (100%, N = 2), and Flat Out (83%, N = 6) were re-incarcerated 
than from the other ISP agencies. The one re-offending Consent participant from 
Kilmany Family Care had not returned to prison, while one (10%, N = 10) from Salvation 
Army Adult Services for Men and two (33%, N = 6) from ACSO had been re-
incarcerated. These results show that the Consent participants of Kilmany Family Care 
and Salvation Army Adult Services for Men are less likely to be re-incarcerated than 
those of the other agencies, while Consent clients from Ballarat are most likely to return 
to prison. Although the association between agency and re-incarceration is again 
statistically significant96, it must be noted that the number of Consent participants within 
each of the agencies is extremely small, and therefore may detract from the validity of 
these analyses.   
 
The above results are consistent with the finding that the female Consent participants 
were more likely to return to prison than the male participants, as Child and Family 
Services Ballarat and Flat Out are the only agencies that have worked with the female 
Initiative population (both of the re-incarcerated Ballarat clients were female). This may 
be a function of the more complex and integrated support needs of this client population, 
however may represent the Criminal Justice System’s current trends in policy and 
practice that are reflective of a firm approach towards female offenders.  
 
Further, it is important to note that there may be other factors influencing the higher rate 
of re-incarceration for these participants, such as the nature and seriousness of the 

                                                 
96 χ2(4, N = 25) = 12.22; p < 0.05 
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offences committed by re-offending Consent clients, the small number of female 
participants included in the Consent group (N=12), and the potential differences between 
the Initiative participants who signed the consent forms to those who didn’t. 
Consequently, the results presented above are likely to be influenced by some of these 
extraneous factors, and may not be a direct reflection of the type of support and level of 
service provided by the ISP agencies. 
 
Overall, the analyses presented above indicate that the various factors relating to housing 
presented in this Report have little association with re-offending or re-incarceration for 
Consent participants. This represents a significant finding within the Initiative, and raises 
the question as to which variables, if not housing, do contribute to the lowered rates of 
recidivism among Consent participants. It is possible that being provided with some form 
of accommodation (stable or unstable) over no accommodation (no outcome / unknown), 
or simply being involved in the Initiative (regardless of housing outcome) is associated 
with lowered recidivism rates, however the data were not available for these analyses to 
be conducted in the current evaluation. This section has also highlighted that, for those 
participants referred to one of the Initiative properties, an association exists between the 
Initiative Support Provider agency and re-incarceration. 
 
28.3 Correctional Information 
 
To assess whether any relationship was evident between re-offending / re-incarceration 
and prior offending information, Chi-square and ANOVA tests were performed on these 
variables.   
 
The results indicate significant97 differences between Consent participants who had been 
re-incarcerated and those who had not, in relation to the number of previous sentences 
that participants had prior to their most recent incarceration. Further scrutiny indicates 
that re-incarcerated participants generally had more previous sentences (with an average 
of 5.4), compared to participants remaining in the community who had re-offended (with 
an average of 3.29 previous sentences), and those who had not re-offended (with an 
average of 3.26 prior sentences). This is consistent with the literature that asserts that 
offenders with highly recidivistic histories are more likely to be re-incarcerated and find 
it more difficult to break the cycle of recidivism (Baldry et al., 2003). This finding also 
provides support for the notion that prior offences are an acceptable predictor of future 
re-incarceration. 
 
Further analyses reveal a significant98 relationship between parole and re-offending (but 
not re-incarceration), with lower proportions of Consent participants who were on parole 
having re-offended (47.1%), than those not on parole (69.4%). It is plausible that the 
supervision and additional support received when on parole (Baldry et al., 2003) 
contributes to a reduction in re-offending behaviour among Consent participants.  
 

                                                 
97 F(1, N = 83) = 74.41; p < 0.05 
98 χ2(1, N = 87) = 4.30; p < 0.05 
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No further significant relationships were evident between recidivism and offending-
related information. 
 
Overall, analyses of the impact of prior correctional information on post-release 
recidivism have revealed that the variables of: gender, ISP agency, and number of prior 
sentences, were significantly related to re-incarceration but not re-offending. Re-
incarceration rates among the Consent group were higher among participants who: are 
women, were clients of Child and Family Services Ballarat, and have had more previous 
prison sentences. Further, a significant relationship was found between parole eligibility 
and re-offending however, this variable was not significantly related to re-incarceration. 
 
29 Other Measures of Successful Recidivism Outcomes 

 

It is acknowledged in this evaluation that indicators of an individual’s potential for 

recidivism should not be limited to whether or not participants had re-offended or been 

re-incarcerated. Given that participants within this Initiative represent a highly 

recidivistic population, outcomes relating to changes or otherwise in the patterns of 

offending behaviours are deemed to be important. As such, factors such as time spent in 

the community and types of offences committed (ie whether offending patterns de-

escalated in severity or frequency) are presented in this section. 

 

29.1 Time Spent in the Community 

 

The figure below provides information on various offending characteristics of Consent 

participants, and is compared across ISP agencies. 
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Table Thirty-Two: Average time between: release and re-offending, release and re-

incarceration, and previous incarceration periods (for those who have been re-

incarcerated only), for participants of each ISP agency, and the aggregate Consent group; 

in months. 

ISP Agency 
Time between 
release and re-

offending 
N 

Time between 
release and re-
incarceration99 

N 
Time between 

previous 
sentences100 

N 

Salvation 
Army 4.8 4 6.9 1 2 1 

ACSO 3.5 4 3.7 1 4.5 2 

Flat Out 3.3 5 8.2 6 18.3 4 

Ballarat 2.9 2 4.8 2 7.5 2 

Kilmany 5.9 1 N/A 0 N/A 0 

Total ISP 
Clients 3.8 16 6.9 10 11 9 

Total 
Consent 
Group 

3.13 38 6.8 23 12.91 23

 

The table above shows that participants of Salvation Army Adult Services for Men and 

Kilmany Family Care had remained out of prison for a longer period of time than they 

had previously managed. Participants of Salvation Army had remained in the community 

for an average of 6.9 months (compared to their average of two months prior to this), 

while Kilmany Family Care clients had not returned to prison. Participants of ACSO, 

Child and Family Services Ballarat and Flat Out, however, had returned to prison within 

less time than they had previously. Overall, this table indicates that, for Consent 

participants who returned to prison, the average time between their release and re-

incarceration was notably shorter than the average time between previous incarceration 

periods. This would indicate that, although a significant proportion of participants were 

                                                 
99 To ensure an accurate comparison of average time spent in the community between previous terms of 
imprisonment and the time spent in the community before re-incarceration on the latest occasion, this 
calculation includes only those participants who were re-incarcerated. 
100 Time spent in the community between prior offences (for participants who have been re-incarcerated 
only). 
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not re-incarcerated, those who did return to prison were doing so more quickly than 

before. While this does not represent a positive finding for the Initiative, the time 

between incarceration periods is only intended as a secondary indicator of recidivism 

patterns, and may not represent a change in recidivism behaviour, as incarceration dates 

are influenced primarily by court proceedings rather than the date of offence. 

 

29.2 Types of Offences 

 

To determine whether participation in the THM-CHPI was associated with the ‘types’ of 

re-offences committed, cross tabulations of the prior offence behaviours of Consent 

participants with post-release offences were performed. Both prior and re-offences were 

recorded categorically, under the headings of ‘violence’, ‘robbery / extortion’, ‘larceny / 

fraud’, ‘drugs’, ‘justice / security’, ‘motoring’, ‘against good order’, ‘fine default’, and 

‘other’101.   

 

Figure Thirty-Eight, below, illustrates the proportion of Consent participants who were 

incarcerated for one of the above offences.  

 

                                                 
101 These categories were based on those defined and utilised in the AHURI data. 
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Figure Thirty-Eight:  Prior offence ‘types’ of Consent participants. 

 

It is evident in the figure above that the most prominent principal offences for Consent 

participants were categorised under ‘robbery / extortion’ (42%), and ‘larceny / fraud’ 

(32%). Thirteen percent of Consent participants were most recently incarcerated for 

violent offences, while 8% and 5% were incarcerated for ‘justice / security’ related 

crimes, and ‘drug’ related offences, respectively.  No Consent participants had a principal 

offence within the ‘motoring’, ‘against good order’, ‘fine default’, or ‘other’ categories. 

Figure Thirty-Nine shows the types of offences committed by re-offending Consent 

participants following their release from prison. 
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Figure Thirty-Nine: Re-offence ‘types’ of Consent participants. 

 

The figure above shows that the most prominent re-offence types for Consent participants 

were ‘larceny / fraud’ (29%), ‘against good order’ (24%), and ‘robbery / extortion’ 

(21%). Chi-square tests revealed no significant102 association between the prior offence 

types and re-offence types of Consent participants, indicating that participants had altered 

their offending behaviours from pre to post-incarceration. 

 

Comparisons of prior offence types and re-offence types show a marked reduction in the 

proportion of participants in the ‘robbery / extortion’ category. In contrast, while no 

participants fell within the ‘against good order’ category for their principal offence, 24% 

of re-offending Consent participants were charged with this type of offence post-release.  

This trend could be symbolic of a shift in the types of crime committed by these 

offenders, with more individuals now engaging in ‘less serious’ offences. This may 

represent a positive result for the Initiative, as a possible interpretation of these results 

                                                 
102 χ2(12, N = 48) = 7.99; p > 0.05 
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could suggest that involvement in the THM-CHPI may have influenced participants’ re-

offending behaviour. However it is important to note that there may be other factors 

affecting this trend. As previously mentioned, crimes within the ‘against good order’ 

category (eg breach of parole conditions, drunk and disorderly behaviour, etc) may have 

been masked by other, more serious offences when examining Consent participants’ 

principal offences. Therefore, the elevated proportion of participants who re-offended in 

this category may not represent a higher level of this type of offending, but rather an 

unveiling of this type of offence through a lack of more serious crimes. Also, as the 

‘against good order’ category includes breach of parole conditions, other offences may be 

masked within this section. It is not possible to determine which, if any, of these factors is 

directly related to this change in offending behaviour. 

 

In summary, the information presented in this Recidivism Outcomes section indicates 

that Consent participants within this Initiative were much less likely to have re-offended 

within the first three months of release, and significantly less likely to have been re-

incarcerated than those of the AHURI study. This reduction in re-offending and re-

incarceration was found to have no significant relationship with pre-incarceration housing 

histories, or post-release housing outcomes. This latter finding presents a significant 

result for the Initiative, as it suggests that the provision of stable over unstable 

accommodation did not impact upon recidivism. It is plausible that the provision of any 

accommodation (be it stable or unstable) over no accommodation could be associated 

with a reduction of re-offending and / or re-incarceration. However, due to a lack of any 

Consent participants with housing outcomes in the ‘no outcome / unknown’ category, this 

was not able to be determined in the current evaluation. Similarly, it is equally likely that 

simply being a participant in an Initiative designed to reduce re-offending and re-

incarceration motivates offenders to modify their behaviour to achieve such an effect, 

regardless of whether they are assisted with finding accommodation. Again, this could 

not be measured with the available data. 

 

This section has also highlighted that those Initiative participants who were not on parole, 

were less likely to return to prison than the non-paroled Victorian ex-prisoner population. 
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However, this latter finding must be interpreted with the differing time frames in mind, as 

the Consent participants had been released for only nine months, compared to the two 

year time frame of the Victorian prisoner population. Overall, the findings presented in 

this section indicate that involvement with this Initiative appears to reduce the rates of 

recidivism among the participants exiting the three target prisons relative to other ex-

prisoners from these locations, and relative to Victorian ex-prisoners (for those not on 

parole).  

 

Consistent with the literature asserting that women have higher support needs post-

release, examination of factors potentially related to recidivism revealed that female re-

offending participants were more likely to be re-incarcerated. Similarly, participants with 

a high number of previous sentences were more likely to return to prison, and this is 

consistent with the literature stating that offenders with highly recidivistic histories find it 

more difficult to break the cycle of re-offending, and are therefore more likely to be re-

incarcerated. In contrast, participants who were on parole were less likely to re-offend, 

indicating that the support provision of the parole services may be an influential factor in 

recidivism.  

 

Finally, results presented in this section indicate that re-offending Consent participants 

from Ballarat and Flat Out were more likely to be re-incarcerated than those of the other 

ISP agencies. However, it is noted here that these are the only two agencies supporting 

female participants, therefore reinforcing the association highlighted earlier between 

gender and recidivism. 

 
Table Thirty-Three, below, represents a summary of the statistically significant findings 

regarding recidivism outcomes and housing outcomes, as presented in the preceding 

Report sections. 



 

 200

Table Thirty-Three: Summary of key findings relating to housing outcomes and 

recidivism. 

 Initiative Property  
Referral  

Housing  
Outcomes 

Recidivism  
Outcomes 

Participant Group 

AHURI 
comparison  

Despite higher profile of 
risk among Initiative 
participants, similar 

proportions of participants 
are obtaining stable 

housing 

Lower proportion of 
Initiative participants had 
been re-incarcerated by 9 

months post-release 

Demographic Information 

HPW / ISP 
Agency 

Participants of WHL more 
likely to be referred to a 

CHPI property 

Participants of WHL more 
likely to obtain stable 

housing 

Participants of Ballarat and 
Flat Out more likely to 

have been re-incarcerated 

Gender 
Female participants more 

likely to be referred to 
property 

Female participants more 
likely to obtain stable 

housing 

Female Consent 
participants more likely to 

be re-incarcerated 

Age    

Cultural  
Identity  

Trends indicate that 
Anglophonic, ATSI, Italian 
and Lebanese participants 

where more likely to obtain 
stable housing 

 

Children  
Female participants with 

2+ children more likely to 
obtain stable housing 

 

Service Provision 

Contacts / 
Hours  

Participants with more 
worker contacts / hours 

more likely to obtain stable 
housing 

 

Information 
provision  

Participants provided with 
information more likely to 

obtain stable housing 
 

*Shaded cells indicate statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
*Information in non-shaded cells represent non-significant trends within the data 
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Table Thirty-Three continued:  Summary of key findings relating to housing outcomes 
and recidivism. 

 Initiative Property  
Referral 

Housing  
Outcomes Recidivism Outcomes 

Housing Information 

Most recent 
housing 

arrangement 
prior to prison 

Participants with ‘no fixed 
abode’ prior to prison 

more likely to be referred 
to a THM-CHPI property 

Trends indicate a reduction 
in homelessness among 
participants from pre-
incarceration to post-

release 

 

Most recent 
living 

arrangement 
prior to prison 

Participants living alone 
prior to prison more likely 
to be referred to property 

  

Number of 
housing moves 
prior to prison 

Trends indicate 
participants referred to an 
Initiative property were 

more likely to have moved 

  

Post-release 
housing 
outcome 

  

Recidivism behaviours 
were not found to be 

related to post-release 
housing outcome  

Correctional Information 

PIMS score 

Trends indicate higher 
PIMS scores among 

participants who were 
referred to an Initiative 

property 

Trends indicate higher 
PIMS scores among 

participants who obtained 
stable post-release housing 

 

PIMS HPW 
score 

Participants with higher 
PIMS HPW score more 
likely to be referred to a 

CHPI property 

Trends indicate higher 
PIMS HPW scores among 
participants who obtained 
stable post-release housing 

 

Sentence 
length  

Participants with longer 
sentences more likely to 

obtain stable housing 
 

Number of 
previous 
sentences 

 

Participants with more 
previous sentences more 

likely to obtain stable 
housing 

Participants with more 
previous sentences more 

likely to be re-incarcerated 

Parole   Participants on parole less 
likely to re-offend 

*Shaded cells indicate statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
*Information in non-shaded cells represent non-significant trends within the data 
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This table presents a summary of the key findings of the significant results found in the 

preceding parts of this Report. It can be seen from this table that, in general, Initiative 

participants had a higher risk profile than the AHURI comparison group. In addition, 

Initiative participants obtained stable accommodation at a similar rate to those in the 

AHURI group. In light of the differences regarding the risk profile just mentioned, this is 

considered a positive finding for the current Initiative, as it suggests that involvement 

with the THM-CHPI increases the chances of high risk participants obtaining stable 

accommodation. Female Initiative participants were more likely to obtain stable housing 

than those in the comparison group, however, this may be due to the women’s housing 

agency having a higher proportion of properties relative to client load, when compared to 

the two male housing agencies. Although the female Consent participants were equally 

likely to re-offend as the male participants, they were significantly more likely to be re-

incarcerated. The table above also indicates that Consent participants have lower rates of 

re-incarceration than AHURI participants, indicating a positive outcome for the Initiative. 

Further to this, the results presented in the preceding sections indicate that those within 

this Initiative with more prominent recidivism histories were more likely to be re-

incarcerated than those with fewer prior incarceration periods, consistent with the 

literature highlighted earlier in this Report. In addition, participants with higher 

recidivism risk were more likely to obtain stable housing through this Initiative than those 

with lower risk, indicating an appropriate level of adherence to the risk and need 

principles, in that higher risk clients are being identified, and subsequently receive more 

intensive assistance. 
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Part H: Support Provision 
 

This section of the Final Evaluation Report presents both qualitative and quantitative 

information on the services provided to Initiative participants at the support stage of the 

Pilot. Issues and concerns raised by support workers are also discussed. 

 

Participant profiles for the aggregate group of ISP clients, as well as individual ISP 

agency participant groups are also provided. 

 

30 HPWs and ISPs Working Within a Single Agency 

 

As mentioned throughout this Report, information flow at the point of referral from HPW 

to ISP has been an ongoing concern for the support workers of this Initiative. Having the 

HPW and ISP within the one agency has been reported by workers to be a possible 

solution to the flow of information at the handover of clients from HPW to ISP. As seen 

in Table Thirty-Four (below), service providers and Initiative management have reported 

advantages, disadvantages, or both, in relation to HPWs and ISPs working within the 

same agency. Worker interviews revealed that 44% of HPWs, ISPs and related managers 

believed that having the HPW and ISP within the same agency would be beneficial.  

 

However, 31% reported that it would not be beneficial to have the workers within the one 

agency. These workers believed that having the HPW and ISP within the same agency 

could potentially lead to a bias in the HPW referral system (ie the HPW may refer only to 

the ISP within their agency). In addition, these workers perceived that this model could 

hinder the ISPs ability to be an independent advocate for their participants, as ISPs may 

find it difficult to advocate against their own agency.  

 

The remaining 25% of workers reported that there would be both advantages and 

disadvantages of having the HPW and ISP within the same agency. Further, all members 

of management reported that there would be advantages to the proposed model, however 



 

 204

stated that the potential for HPWs to refer predominantly within their own agency would 

have to be monitored. 

 

Table Thirty-Four: Advantages and disadvantages of having the HPW and ISP in the 

same agency, as reported by service providers and Initiative management. 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
“It would be very beneficial in the same 
agency. They would be able to access one 
another and that would be a benefit. To work 
together and be able to communicate…” 
 
“Yes, I think it is an enormous advantage. I 
think it is beneficial for the staff members…in 
terms of ISPs the hand over is so much better. 
HPWs have known these guys for months…The 
trust is already there…information flow is a 
lot easier too.” 
 
“It is beneficial for a few reasons, it’s huge 
continuity, it’s greater understanding of the 
program as a whole… the opportunity to 
resolve issues with staff” 
 
“I think there are advantages to both 
models…of the advantages to having the ISP 
in the same organization…is that when 
someone gets out, the HPW sometimes 
becomes their ISP…I think that is good in 
terms of continuity of service pre and post-
release.”  
 
“There are real advantages…they can keep 
the focus on the client and the client does not 
have to change worker.” 

“I think it can create potential for a conflict of 
interest…if I am doing an assessment and there 
is a choice of referring to us or referring to 
(other agency), what’s to say I’m not going to 
just put people in my program?” 
 
“No, I don’t think it is a good idea…I think it is 
a lot of power and control to one agency…it 
can lead to a lot of favouritism…you obviously 
favour your co-worker over another agency.” 
 
“No to be honest, I think it could work, but I 
think they have different roles, and whether that 
would lead to greater blurring of roles would 
be one question…I think they need an external 
worker whose role it is to advocate for that 
client…If the ISP was part of the same agency I 
am not sure whether that would be so 
transparently clear. It is hard to advocate 
against your own agency.” 
 
“I don’t think it would work…the allocation of 
vacancies does need to be separated, but I 
could see the link between a person working in 
the prison and a person supporting someone on 
the outside.” 
 
“There are very few agencies that are sizeable 
enough to have expertise in both areas…” 

 

The table above highlights salient opinions regarding the advantages and disadvantages 

of having the ISP and HPW within the same agency. Current data do not provide 

conclusive evidence regarding which model is more effective, as differences in client 

outcomes may be attributable to other variables, such as the nature and extent of support 

provided, and the differing profiles of participants across agencies. 
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Coordinating a continuum of care from pre-release to post-release is crucial when 

planning an individualised response to the reintegration of ex-prisoners. Authors 

reviewed in the Introduction of this Report asserted that having a single case manager 

who supports individuals from induction to prison, during incarceration and post-release, 

would provide optimal reintegration experiences (Baldry et al., 2003; Borzycki & Baldry, 

2003). It was suggested that a single case manager should provide ‘floating care’ for ex-

prisoners post-release through a multi-agency response that builds pathways and linkages 

between service providers, rather than relying on a single agency to meet what are often 

complex needs (Baldry et al., 2003; Borzycki & Baldry et al., 2003). Although combining 

the HPW and the ISP within the same agency would not ultimately provide a ‘single’ 

case manager, it certainly has the potential to improve the continuum of care as suggested 

in the literature, and in the above quotes.   

 

However, it may not be possible or advisable that the ISP and HPW service providers be 

combined within one agency, as this has the potential to hinder the Initiative’s adherence 

to the multi-agency approach advocated in the literature. One of the greatest 

achievements of this program relates to a high level of interagency coordination, and the 

beginnings of the establishment of pathways between support providers and other 

community support services (see Table Forty-One in Part K for more information 

regarding program achievements). Processes that may obstruct the ongoing formation of 

networks between agencies should be considered with caution. 
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 31 Length of Support Relationship 
 

Table Thirty-Five: Average length of tenancy and average lead-in time for ISP 
participants. 

Support 
D
u
r
a
t
i
o
n

Salvation 
Army ACSO Flat Out Ballarat* Kilmany* Total 

Average ‘Lead-
in’ Time (weeks) 6.2 2.2 2.2 7.5 2.4 4.1 

Average 
Length of 

Tenure (weeks) 
33.9 27.9 37.7 18 18.4 27 

 

Table Thirty-Five shows the average tenure for participants residing in the Initiative 

properties, and the average ‘lead-in’ time. ‘Lead-in’ time refers to the period of time that 

the ISP works with the prisoner prior to release (that is, the time between accepting the 

participant referral from the HPW, and the client’s release date). The ISPs primarily 

utilise this lead-in period to engage with the clients, and assess potential support needs. 

On average, Initiative participants were referred to the Initiative Support Providers four 

weeks prior to their release, and resided in the properties for just over six months. These 

findings are entirely consistent with the practice guidelines stipulated in the Project 

Outline (2003), which indicate that the support provision should begin four to six weeks 

pre-release and continue for an average of six months post-release. However, closer 

inspection reveals discrepancies between the agencies, with Child and Family Services 

Ballarat having the longest average lead-in time (7.5 weeks), and ACSO and Flat Out 

having only 2.2 weeks. 

 

The disparate amount of lead-in time that the ISP agencies receive has implications on: 

the establishment of rapport with clients, the adequacy of support planning and provision, 
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and the two-week vacancy period policy of the Initiative. While these issues were 

discussed in more detail in the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004), the 

following section aims to highlight any ongoing concerns among workers with regard to 

lead-in time and the two-week vacancy policy. The section will then explore data relating 

to the length of tenancy of participants in Initiative properties, and investigate workers’ 

concerns about the ‘through put’ of participants in the properties.  

 

31.1 Vacancy Period 

 

As raised in both the Preliminary and Interim Evaluation Reports (Bartholomew et al., 

2003, 2004), the difficulties surrounding tenanting properties in a timely manner while 

negotiating the volatility associated with release dates remains one of the most significant 

tensions within the Initiative. Workers have continually attributed the primary source of 

this tension to the policy implemented by OoH, which suggests that the vacancy period 

(ie the amount of time a tenantable property is left vacant, often due to a mismatch in the 

property availability date and the participant release date) ideally should not exceed two 

weeks, or ten working days. The unpredictability of release dates creates difficulties in 

coordinating participants’ release dates and property availability times, as participants 

may have their release dates delayed at very late notice. In cases where the delay is not 

substantial, the intended property may be reserved for the participant. However, if the 

delay exceeds what is considered reasonable by the vacancy policy, it is likely that the 

participant will lose that property, and as a result, the HPWs must find another suitable 

individual for that property at very short notice.  

 

The Preliminary Evaluation Report revealed that the factors that impacted on workers’ 

ability to refer a client to a vacant property within the two-week time frame, included 

unforeseen changes in release date, and / or a property becoming vacant before expected. 

In response to the recommendation that “the policy and practices in relation to 

permissible vacancy periods be closely monitored and negotiated” (Preliminary 

Evaluation Report, Bartholomew et al., 2003), a detailed vacancy management policy 

was circulated to all stakeholders (see Table One ‘Significant Events Chronology: 
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Preliminary Evaluation Report’ in the Introduction to this Report). The vacancy 

management policy outlined the rationale for the vacancy period and included provision 

for negotiation in specific situations.  

 

However, phase three worker interviews highlighted that some workers continued to 

perceive the two-week vacancy period as inflexible, and as such it was recommended in 

the Interim Evaluation Report that management re-convey the information about the 

possible exceptions within this policy to workers. During phase three data collection, 

workers reported a tension between adhering to the two-week vacancy policy and placing 

the most appropriate client in the property. Due to the fact that changes in release dates 

were identified as one of the major causes of concern, Initiative management and 

individual agencies co-ordinated meetings with the Adult Parole Board (APB) (see Table 

Two ‘Significant Events Chronology: Interim Evaluation Report’ in the Introduction to 

this Report). These meetings were intended to better inform the Adult Parole Board of the 

processes and objectives of the Pilot, and to discuss ways to minimise the incidence of 

altered release dates (see Interim Evaluation Report for more detail regarding worker 

perceptions of the vacancy period from phase three data collection).  

 

The Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004) highlighted that the two-week 

vacancy period was likely to remain an inevitable source of tension within the THM-

CHPI. This is reflected in the current finding that 54% of HPWs, ISPs and related 

managers reported experiencing ongoing concerns regarding adhering to the vacancy 

period. However, although over half acknowledged the tensions, 77% of all workers and 

managers reported that they also found the vacancy period manageable103. 

  

Yes, it’s manageable and flexible so it’s workable. It’s plenty of time to work with them 
in prison and if something happens and they get out at a later date then it’s 
flexible and it can be longer. 

 
I like the fact that we have a choice between the two to six weeks. 
 

                                                 
103 Workers were able to provide more than one response. 
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The THM tends to give us a much larger period of time. It is my understanding that it is 
not so much two weeks, but closer to six. 

 

The remaining 23% of HPWs, ISPs and related managers reported ongoing concerns with 

adhering to a (perceived as rigid) two-week vacancy period, and cited issues including: 

allowing a time-frame for property maintenance, last minute property vacancies, and 

reductions in the amount of lead-in time for ISPs that results from enforcing the two-

week vacancy policy.  

 

I know it’s really hard for it all to be coordinated within a two-week time frame. 

(HPW) needs to know about the vacancy, which sometimes doesn’t happen until 

the last minute, there needs to be an eligible client being released and (ISP) needs 

to meet the client, and the property needs to be cleaned and possibly maintenance 

work done before a new client can move in. Two weeks is (not appropriate), the 

maintenance takes longer than two weeks a lot of the time. 

 

I think it is an issue. I think it is hard because there is the pressure to put the 

person in there and you are still trying to support the person who has just moved 

out of that property. 

 

Sometimes we get referrals a week or a day before. It hasn’t happened for a while but 
they are still not giving us a lot of lead-in time. I understand that it is 
because the pressure is on them to fill the property. It’s really difficult. 

 

It is noted here that workers who were still experiencing difficulties regarding the 

management of the vacancy policy, were also those who perceived it to be inflexible. 

Alternately, workers who reported that the policy was manageable were those who 

acknowledge the flexibility inherent in the policy. 

 

When TAWs were asked about the three main weaknesses in the program, two out of five 

included the two-week vacancy period in their lists.  
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I think the vacancy issue is a weakness, you would think there would be a huge list of 
possible people who need these properties and yet these properties are 
remaining vacant for periods of time.  

 
It (vacancy period) is an issue because you can’t coordinate the time when a (participant) 

is coming out (of prison) and make sure the property is ready at the same 
time because of the unpredictability of how long maintenance will take. 

 
In response to worker concerns, the Office of Housing has stated that the vacancy period 

policy is intended as a guideline, and is (justifiably) used to manage the valuable and 

highly sought-after resource of housing for the homeless. The vacancy policy attempts to 

limit the time during which a property remains vacant between tenancies, therefore 

preventing unnecessary wastage of this valuable resource, and reducing the risk of 

properties being ‘squatted’ and / or damaged. According to OoH, when a THM property 

is left vacant for lengthy periods of time, other homeless individuals are prevented from 

gaining access to that property, and THMs find it difficult to justify having properties 

remain vacant for extended periods of time when the demand for housing is so high. 

Further, in the event that an Initiative property is squatted and / or damaged, participants 

lose access to that property during the time it takes to remove squatters and repair 

damage. Office of Housing also deem that squatting places additional strain on the 

financial resources of the housing services, and extends the length of time the property is 

‘vacant’. Office of Housing indicated that having the property squatted also places 

subsequent tenants at risk, as the property becomes known among squatters. In light of 

these issues, it is appropriate that OoH should have such a policy in place. 

 
When exploring worker’s concerns regarding adherence to the vacancy policy and 
concomitant difficulties in obtaining appropriate clients to refer to Initiative properties, 
questions arise surrounding the existence of sufficient demand for housing among 
prisoners at the three prisons. It could be speculated that workers’ difficulties with 
adhering to the vacancy policy may be attributed to lack of demand for housing within 
the prison population, however this is incongruous with the level of demand reported by 
workers (and the literature).  
 
Clearly there are circumstances under which the two-week vacancy period cannot be 
adhered to, however it is for this reason that management have emphasised the flexibility 
that exists within this policy. Although the above quotes indicate that the majority of 
service providers were finding the vacancy period manageable, it appears that the 
flexibility of the two-week policy may need to be re-iterated (again) to some workers. 
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While it is recognised that it is not possible to totally eliminate the tensions that accompany the vacancy 
policy, pressures to conform to the policy do have the potential to impact upon the 
efficacy of the Initiative. First, it creates pressure for workers to fill properties, which has 
at times resulted in less appropriate client selection and referral to supported housing 
(see the Interim Evaluation Report for more information on this point). This subsequently 
impacts on the Initiative’s ability to achieve its objective of targeting those at highest risk 
of homelessness and providing an appropriate intensity of service to these individuals 
(and thus adhere to the best practice principle of risk and need, as outlined in the 
Introduction to this Report). Second, it has the capacity to result in less lead-in time for 
ISP workers, which may impact on the rapport that is established pre-release between 
client and service provider, and subsequent engagement (as attested to by research 
reviewed in the Introduction to this Report). The likely impact of a short lead-in time on 
the efficacy of the Initiative will be discussed in the following section. 

 
With the above issues in mind, it must be noted that it is necessary and appropriate that the housing 

sector have policies like the vacancy period in place, as the demand for transitional 
housing far exceeds the available supply, and having the properties vacant for extended 
periods of time is a waste of such a valuable and demanded resource. Given the necessity 
of the vacancy period policy and the volatility of release dates, the aforementioned 
tension is one that is unavoidable within an Initiative that merges two previously 
disparate sectors, and is a conflict that is difficult to address.   

 
31.2 ‘Lead-In’ Time 
 
As discussed in the Introduction to this Report, research has suggested that individuals who are given 

the opportunity to engage with a support worker pre-release have a better chance of 
maintaining post-release engagement (Baldry et al., 2003). An adequate period of pre-
release engagement with an ISP (lead-in time), where workers meet clients and begin to 
build a supportive relationship while planning for post-release support needs, is 
therefore critical in establishing rapport between ISPs and participants, and increases 
the chance that participants will maintain engagement post-release. Research has 
revealed that if individuals are able to maintain engagement with a supportive and 
helpful agency that provides them with housing and other assistance, they are less likely 
to be re-incarcerated (Baldry et al., 2003). For this reason, it is important that an 
adequate lead-in time be achieved with participants pre-release. However, as discussed 
above, the ability of ISPs to attain adequate lead-in time is sometimes hindered by the 
difficulties associated with coordinating release dates and vacancy periods. That is, if 
unplanned property vacancies arise, ISPs may receive referrals from HPWs with very 
little notice before their client’s release. This would occur, as a HPW may refer a client 
whose release date was relatively close, possibly due to unexpected property availability. 
This causes difficulties in achieving an adequate amount of time to develop a working 
relationship through pre-release visits (lead-in time).  

 
Inter-agency protocols clearly indicate that: “on receipt of a referral from a HPW, the ISP will contact 

their client. Where possible, this contact will occur at 2-6 weeks prior to their release 
from prison and will include at least one visit in the prison, commencing with a joint 
meeting with the client and HPW” (Inter-Agency Protocol: THM-CHPI, 2002. p. 12). 
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Phase three data collection found that some workers were not following the protocols in 
relation to lead-in time, as they were not accepting referrals that did not accommodate 
their agency-specific lead-in time requirements (see the Interim Evaluation Report for 
details of the stipulated time-frames of each agency). That is, if a referral was given with 
only two weeks until a client’s release, there were certain agencies that would not accept 
this referral, as they perceived that it did not give them enough lead-in time with their 
client. In addition to threatening the Initiative’s adherence to the best practice principle 
of ‘program integrity’ (whereby service providers are assessed on compliance with 
protocols), the ISP agencies’ practices of specifying minimum lead-in times had the 
potential to result in an increased demand on HPW resources. Therefore, it was 
recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report that Initiative management develop 
consistent practices regarding lead-in time and that protocols regarding this issue be re-
conveyed to ISPs. The lead-in time stipulated in the protocols (2-6 weeks) is an 
appropriate amount of time for client and worker to establish the beginnings of a 
supportive relationship.  

 
Phase four of data collection revealed that workers were still experiencing problems regarding lead-in 

time. When responding to the question of whether lead-in time was currently an issue for 
them, 60% of ISPs and ISP managers reported that the amount of lead-in time they were 
receiving was of concern.    
 
Look, it is an issue, because a lot of the time we don’t get the two weeks lead-in time, I 

don’t know what else to say. It would be good If we could get more of a 
lead-in time, but we don’t normally. 

 
Lead-in time is a constant battle. 
 

It was found that 40% of ISPs and ISP managers did not view practice in relation to lead-in as a current 
issue for them.  

 
I think it is managed as well as it can be given the constraints around receiving referrals 

from the HPWs, in that they do not and can not always know in advance 
when a property will be available. It would be great to be able to build 
more of a relationship with clients before they are released, but it is not 
always possible. 

 
 
 
Despite the above perceptions of workers, the average length of lead-in time across all ISP agencies is 

4.1 weeks (as seen in Table Thirty-Five), which is within the timeframe stipulated for 
lead-in time in the protocols. However, upon inspection of Table Thirty-Five, it is evident 
that, with the exception of Salvation Army Adult Services for Men and Child and Family 
Services Ballarat, agencies are only obtaining an average of approximately two weeks 
lead-in time (the overall average lead-in time is being inflated by the longer lead-in 
periods of Salvation Army and Child and Family Services Ballarat). While this is still 
within the timeframe stipulated in the protocols, it is apparent that comments regarding 
the dissatisfaction with the lead-in time period were generally made by workers from 
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agencies that are only receiving an average of 2.2-2.4 weeks. When comparing the 
average amount of lead-in time that specific agencies agree to when accepting a referral, 
there is a large discrepancy between Salvation Army and Child and Family Services 
Ballarat and the remaining agencies. It may be that the longer average amount of lead-in 
time obtained by Salvation Army and Child and Family Services Ballarat was a function 
of the continued practice of these agencies not accepting referrals that did not adhere to 
their pre-set minimum amount of lead-in time (see Interim Evaluation Report for further 
detail regarding agency-specific lead-in requirements).  

 
As mentioned previously, lead-in time (among other factors) can affect the quality of the relationship 

that develops between the ISP and participants. When participants who were referred to 
one of the Initiative properties were asked whether they felt they had enough time to 
establish a relationship with their ISP, 66.7% reported feeling that they did have enough 
time. This is a notable finding in light of worker concerns presented previously. It is 
worth considering the possibility that workers and participants have differing perceptions 
regarding the amount of lead-in time required. The remaining 26.7% reported that they 
did not have enough time to establish a relationship with their ISP, and 6.6% reported 
they were unsure. These figures are promising given the importance placed on the pre-
release period for establishing the beginnings of effective supportive relationships for 
reintegration (Baldry et al., 2003). Additionally, clients’ perceptions of having enough 
time to establish working relationships with ISPs is a positive factor given the inherent 
tension between the vacancy policy and its effects upon obtaining adequate lead-in time. 

Further, analyses of the impact of lead-in time on re-offending and re-incarceration reveal no 
significant104 differences between participants who had re-offended and / or been re-
incarcerated and those who had not, in regards to the amount of lead-in time they 
received. This is contrary to the suggestions highlighted within the aforementioned 
literature, which state that longer pre-release engagement periods enhance the potential 
for post-release engagement, which in turn decreases the likelihood of re-incarceration 
(Baldry et al., 2003). The amount of lead-in time Initiative Consent participants received 
did not impact on their recidivism behaviour. This finding is consistent with the 
perceptions of the participants highlighted above, which indicate that clients felt they had 
adequate lead-in time to effectively build rapport with their support worker.  

 
Nonetheless, lead-in time is considered by workers to be an important component of the 

support phase of this Initiative, and worker concerns regarding this aspect of support 

provision should not be overlooked. As a means of enhancing the ability of the ISP to 

engage with clients pre-release, the Office of Housing has suggested that it is possible for 

HPWs to refer clients to an ISP before a vacancy in an Initiative property has been 

confirmed. This would be dependant on the ISPs experiencing a reduction in workload (ie 

a client may have disengaged, or require only minimal support), at which time some 

capacity for flexibility within the ISP caseload is created. Office of Housing management 

                                                 
104 Re-offending: F (1, 37) = 0.44; p > 0.05; Re-incarceration: F (1, 37) = 1.35; p > 0.05 
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have suggested that it would be beneficial in such circumstances for ISPs to engage with 

several potential clients, even if the exact date of property availability has not been 

confirmed, so that the ISP could begin to build rapport with these clients. According to 

OoH, this assistance would be provided with the view that one of the clients may access 

an Initiative property. In light of the fact that there is limited advanced notice of a 

property becoming available, it is assumed that the HPWs continue to work on a variety 

of exit options for clients, so there is a ‘fall back’ if a property is not available at the time 

of their release. Office of Housing management have suggested that clients would benefit 

from such additional support provided by the ISP, even if they do not obtain an Initiative 

property. 

 

There are obvious benefits in light of the above suggestion (ie increasing lead-in time and 

strengthening the client / ISP relationship), however, a number of issues need to be 

considered. Of concern would be the potential waste of resources should an ISP be 

required to travel considerable distances to engage with clients they may not ultimately 

support post-release (this may be particularly pertinent to metropolitan and Ballarat ISPs 

engaging with Fulham clientele). In addition, procedures would need to be constructed so 

that HPWs are informed about ISPs’ case-loads, and can therefore determine appropriate 

times to make a referral. Without such a procedure, it is likely that ISPs will be inundated 

with client referrals, and will voice concerns about ‘inappropriate referrals’. Finally, it is 

important to consider the potential for this type of referral to increase participant 

expectations, only to disappoint them should they not access a property. Keeping in mind 

that prisoners communicate with one another, this could potentially put the name of the 

ISP in disrepute among other prisoners, some of whom the ISP may need to engage with 

at a later date. This would add further difficulty to the ISP’s role of establishing rapport 

with clients. It also has the potential of raising the level of ‘dissatisfaction’ among 

participants regarding their experience of the program, as disappointment is inevitable for 

some prisoners in such circumstances. In light of these issues, although this may be an 

area of further investigation for Initiative management, no recommendation will be made 

in this Final Evaluation Report.  
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One mechanism that may have the ability to reduce the impact of a short lead-in time is the practice of 
holding a joint meeting between the HPW, ISP and participant. It is suggested in Protocol 
documentation that this meeting take place before release, and serve as a “handover” of 
the client from HPW to ISP. It was recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report that 
workers be reminded of protocols regarding the meeting requirements between the HPW, 
ISP and client, to ensure appropriate introduction and sharing of information. This 
would facilitate a continuum of service, as recommended in the literature, and further 
promote the integrity of the Pilot through worker adherence to protocols. As management 
are currently addressing this issue, no further recommendation is made in this Report, 
however the importance of this concern should not be dismissed. 

 
31.3 Length of Tenancy  
 
The average length of tenure for Initiative participants is 27 weeks, or 6.3 months  (Table Thirty-Seven). 

This is consistent with the practice guidelines stipulated in the Project Outline (2003), 
which state that support should continue for an average of six months post-release. 
However, quantitative data indicate that the tenancy of ISP participants extends from as 
little as four days to as much as 24 months. Considering this, the majority of workers 
have expressed concern about the length of time participants remain in the Initiative 
properties. Eighty-eight percent of ISPs and ISP managers reported concerns about the 
through-put of clients. Six of the eight who expressed these concerns felt that participants 
were in the properties for longer than the ideal time, and that this was due to the public 
housing waiting list. Three of these eight105 ISPs and ISP managers were more specific, 
and stated that participants were staying longer in the properties due to having high / 
complex support needs that rendered them unsuitable for long-term unsupported 
accommodation. This finding is consistent with the matching component of the risk 
principle outlined earlier, which states that, in order to obtain reductions in recidivism, 
high intensity services (which may often include support provision for a longer duration) 
are best reserved for high risk clients. Given the intended targets of the Initiative, this 
will remain a pertinent issue within this Pilot.  

 
In light of the literature just mentioned, analyses of the differences between the tenure of participants 

who had re-offended and / or been re-incarcerated, and those who had not, were 
conducted. Results reveal no significant106 differences, indicating that the recidivism 
behaviours of Consent participants were not related to their tenure. It is likely that these 
results are attributable to the length of tenancy being reflective of individual participant 
need. To explain, participants who require a longer duration of tenancy, due to higher 
support needs, may be receiving such, while those with low support needs may be exiting 
the properties earlier. As such, consistent with the tenets of the matching principle, 
recidivism behaviours may be more related to whether the tenure is reflective of 
individual participant requirements, rather than the actual duration of tenancy. However, 
the evaluation team do not have the required information regarding the level and depth 
of support required by each participant, as this level of information is not recorded on 

                                                 
105 Workers were able to provide more than one response. 
106 Re-offending: F (1, 40) = 2.48; p > 0.05; Re-incarceration: F (1, 40) = 0.35; p > 0.05 
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the data forms. Consequently, this avenue could not be explored in the current 
evaluation.   

 
However, workers have expressed concerns regarding participants remaining in the properties for 

longer periods of time due to a lack of public housing availability. When asked about 
whether length of time participants remained in the properties was currently a concern 
for them, eight out of nine ISPs and related managers reported that they were 
experiencing difficulties with the through-put of clients. 

 
 It’s not quick enough, just because there is no housing I suppose. 
 

The Seg One’s are taking a lot longer that expected, so there is not really the turnover on 
the program that they initially expected. You can still work well with the 
people that are in the house. I suppose it means that instead of 20 or 30 
people getting help, there is only 15 or 20. 

 
I would like to have more (participants) go through to allow more (participants) the 

opportunity to make use of those properties.  
 
Clients are waiting longer than expected for their Office of Housing offer, which is 

slowing down the through-put. 
 
It would be good to have more (participants) go through, but their needs are quite 

complex and they need longer in the properties than it was originally 
imagined. Also, the Seg One’s are taking a bit longer than we had hoped. 

 
Office of Housing offers are taking too long. The clients are just waiting and are really 

not ready for private rental. 
  
 It doesn’t seem to work in six months, that is the pattern that has emerged. 
 
Transitional property managers (Tenancy Administration Workers) also stated that they held concerns 

regarding the through-put of participants of this Initiative.  
 

There hasn’t been a lot of success out of them (participants). Not a great deal have moved 
on to long-term housing. 

 
The time for (participants) to move on is taking too long in terms of them locating to 

public housing. 
 
It is clear from the responses above that, while workers perceived that an offer for public housing was 

taking longer than expected, some clients were viewed as having complex support needs 
that required a longer period of transitional housing tenancy than the average six 
months, stipulated in the protocols. Interviews with workers and management alike 
indicated that extending the support relationship into long-term housing could be 
beneficial for participants of this Initiative. It is suggested that implementation of this 
extension would provide a continuity of care from transitional to long-term housing in 
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cases where participants require ongoing support to facilitate this transition. Research 
reviewed in the Introduction of this Report states that 12 months is an optimal time for 
reintegration support to extend post-release (Baldry et al., 2003). 

 
When discussing the need for support to continue into the period of long-term housing, two workers 

commented that some clients have complex needs that are left unmet when the client 
moves into long-term housing. 

 
Some of these guys have needs that are requiring us to work with them for a longer 

period of time, especially because, once the offer comes through, the 
support relationship is cut off. 

 
You can’t just drop them because that would defeat the purpose of the program. Maybe 

there should be a lead-in time to when they move out of the (transitional) 
property to have another period of support and engagement time with them 
then. 

 
Two out of five participants who were re-interviewed for the current phase of data collection that had 

moved to long-term housing reported feeling that they were not ready for their support 
relationship to end when they entered public housing: 

 
The support gets less, I think, but I don’t think the program runs long enough. I think 

there needs to be a longer cut off after you get into public housing. There 
needs to be a changeover period. It’s great getting the public housing, but 
then all of a sudden you are left a little bit high and dry. Maybe some 
people won’t be able to sustain the public housing when they are in there. 
There is a lot of paying bills and getting it set up properly and that sort of 
thing. Maybe a three or six month period after people get their public 
housing.  

 
No (was not ready for support relationship to end), I must say in their defence they did 

give me a name or two of people to contact here, but why would I want to 
do that? I was comfortable with (ISP) and I don’t want to go and tell my 
story again to someone else. That’s not very much help. 

 
Three out of five participants that were followed up in long-term housing reported feeling ready for their 

support relationship to end as their needs had changed or lessened.  
 
 Yeah I was ready for it. I felt quite secure before moving on. 
 

I was ready. Because it had been a while since I left prison, my needs were different and I 
think we dealt with all the main issues that we were there to deal with. 

 
I didn’t mind it ending, my support needs have become less. 

No clear consensus or generalisations regarding the needs of participants to continue the support aspect 
of the program can be made due to such a small sample size. However, all of the 
participants that reported being ready for the support relationship to end reported that 



 

 218

they felt their support worker was still available to them if needed, even if in some 
reduced capacity. Further, four out of five participants who were followed up while in 
long-term housing reported that the support relationship had not ended suddenly, and 
consisted of a gradual lessening of service provision and / or a knowledge that the door 
was left open to them to contact the worker if needed. 

 
It wasn’t so much over. She’s not ringing me up and meeting me every week, but it’s 

like, if I need her for anything she’s just a phone call away. 
 
Yes, she left the door open for me. She said ‘you know where I am and if you ever need 

me, just ring’. 
 
I have talked with my support worker about what is going to happen now that I’m no 

longer with the program and it’s been fortunate that she is in a position 
where she is flexible and she can help me with the transition and settling 
in. So the support won’t be cut off.  

 
 She dropped off slowly. It wasn’t really sudden. 
  

I’ve still got access to (ISP) in a small way and that has been a big help. If I hadn’t had 
that there would have been times I would have struggled. 

 
Upon receiving an offer for long-term housing, a level of client need (albeit reduced) was still present, 

and, as evidenced in the comments above, these clients continued to feel supported by 
their ISP. It is commendable that ISPs exercised professional discretion and continued to 
provide this flexible approach to support provision in response to client need. When 
asked about the type of support that they would have liked to continue, one participant 
who was reinterviewed after moving into long-term housing reported that they would 
have liked continued assistance with tenancy issues and communications with the Office 
of Housing. Another participant wanted the whole support component of the program to 
continue, as they viewed their needs as quite high and had found supporting themselves 
in long-term housing extremely difficult107. When asked about what kind of support they 
would have liked to continue after their move into long-term housing, participants stated: 

 
Not so much financial, but more getting used to dealing with the housing mob. You’re 

used to dealing with a worker and then all of a sudden you have to do all 
of it yourself. There should be a part of the program where you deal with 
the department of housing as well. That wasn’t built into part of the 
program, maybe that’s something they could look at.  

 
Just everything, the whole program…to this day I have to travel to get my medication 

because no-one (chemists) in (public housing community) will have me. I 
have to find thirty bucks every three days, I don’t have that support to take 

                                                 
107 It should be noted that this participant had earlier stated that he was unsure whether he was an appropriate target for 
this Initiative, as his needs in relation to medication and rehabilitation were extremely high. The issue of the assessment 
and selection of clients with mental health issues was discussed in detail in Part D of this Report. 
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me to the chemist or to help out with payments. Now I can’t survive…I 
just don’t have the money, I’m actually pinching food from the 
supermarket because I don’t have any money…Going back to jail for me 
at the moment wouldn’t be such a bad thing…I could go to hospital, get 
healthy…The nine months under the support with the house and stuff was 
great though. 

 
Management were asked to comment on the issues surrounding the cessation of support upon a 

participant’s exit from the transitional property. Initiative management acknowledged the 
need for the support to extend into the period of long-term housing for some clients. 
However, it was noted that identifying the sub-group of clients who are in need of this 
support, and how long the support should be formally available for, would require 
consideration: 

  
I know some providers have provided that additional support off their own bat, and it’s 

potentially a time when people fall over, so it probably would be good if 
we had an additional bit in the budget… in the contracting process so there 
was at least a 2-3 week handover. 

 
No (it is not appropriate that the support period ends), the DHS is telling us that the 

support should extend into the initial period of the long-term housing 
arrangement, however, we’ve got to work out when that is the case, and 
how that should be operated and funded and where that is not appropriate.  

 
The third member of management that commented on this question stated that they would like to assess 

the need for the extension of support into long-term housing, and recognised the tension 
that exists between the linear objectives of government departments and the non-linear 
relationships that exist between support providers and participants of this Initiative.  

 
The real world says that the government has objectives, the policies have objectives, 

Corrections has objectives that are linear, it has contracts that are linear, 
but the relationships between the people are anything but linear. The 
people in the field say that you get cycles of contact, so that if a client gets 
into trouble further down the track they go back to that agency and ask for 
support, I think that we should recognise that, and I would be interested to 
see the incidence of that, and find out what the nature of that support 
might be. 

 
The Project Outline stipulates that funding is intended to allow each ISP participant to be supported for 

an average of six months. While some participants stated they would have liked the 
support relationship to have continued and / or it had continued upon their move into 
long-term housing, currently there are no funds allocated to this extended service 
provision. Given the high and complex needs of the Initiative target group, as previously 
discussed, some participants may need the support relationship to continue after the 
acquisition of long-term housing. Initiative management were asked about future plans to 
increase the funding to extend the support provision once long-term housing is achieved. 
Corrections Victoria management reported that there were currently no plans to increase 
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funding for this, while Office of Housing management indicated that such matters would 
be part of the funding review.  

 
To summarise, this section has presented Initiative workers’ concerns regarding the length of 

participant tenure in the THM-CHPI properties, and the cessation of support provision 
when the client exits the transitional property. Statistical analyses revealed no significant 
difference between Consent participants who had re-offended and / or been re-
incarcerated regarding length of tenancy, suggesting that recidivism is not related to 
tenure. It is plausible that a relationship between tenure and participant need may be a 
stronger indicator of recidivism than the actual duration of the tenancy. This notion was 
supported by the finding that the majority of participants (three out of five) who had 
exited the Initiative properties stated that they were ready for their support period to end. 
These participants also stated that their support relationship ceased gradually once they 
had left the THM-CHPI property, and reported that their support worker was available 
for further support if needed. The remaining participants (two out of five) were not ready 
for their support relationship to end, and expressed concerns regarding a need for 
continued support. Given that this Initiative aims to target a group of individuals with the 
highest risk of homelessness and with a history of incarceration, it is not surprising that 
some participants who experienced a more defined cut-off of the support provision upon 
moving into long-term housing felt unsupported. This also raises the issue of whether the 
intensity (and duration) of services provided by the Initiative is adequate to serve this 
high-needs group. 
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RECOMMENDATION SEVEN 
It is recommended that management consider extending the support period option to allow for continued 

support once participants enter long-term housing.  Data indicate that this extension is 
not needed for every client, but could be done on a discretionary basis by workers. Such 
a system could be achieved if each ISP agency were allocated a percentage of clients that 
they could extend their support for. In this way, responsivity and continuity of care could 
also be enhanced.  

 
This section has reviewed workers’ perceptions regarding the impact of the vacancy policy (when 

rigidly adhered to) on lead-in time, and on the selection of appropriate tenants for THM-
CHPI properties. Practices that occur in response to perceived inflexibility within the 
vacancy period policy (highlighted throughout this section) have the potential to impact 
upon the ability of the Initiative to target individuals with a high risk of homelessness. 
That is, workers may select clients for properties based on their release dates (where they 
coincide with property vacancies) rather than on an assessment of the highest need.  

 
Finally, suggestions made by workers, participants and management regarding extending the provision 

of support once long-term housing has been achieved were discussed. Due to the high 
and complex needs of some participants, workers in some cases have applied a degree of 
flexibility and professional discretion when deciding on the continuation of support once 
their clients move into long-term housing. However, there are some clients who felt they 
needed ongoing support that was not provided to them once they moved into long-term 
housing. As recommended above, this issue requires consideration. 

 
This Report will now present the findings relating to the housing outcomes and services provided to ISP 

participants. 
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32 Housing Outcomes of ISP Participants, at April 2004 

 

HPW data indicate that, since the inception of the Pilot, a total of 145 Initiative 

participants were referred to one of the THM-CHPI properties. ISP data, however, only 

provide information for 133 participants, leaving 12 participants unaccounted for. It is 

suspected that this discrepancy is due to the ISPs not recording information on the data 

forms for participants who were referred to the ISP, but who did not engage with the 

support services post-release. Therefore, the information presented in the following 

sections is based on the 133 participants that entered one of the Initiative properties. 

 

Given that the number of properties allocated to each ISP is not equal, it is expected that 

the distribution of clients across ISPs would not be uniform. The Australian Community 

Support Organisation (ACSO) supported a total of 52 participants (39% of the total 

sample), Salvation Army Adult Services for Men supported 38 (29%), Flat Out supported 

30 (23%), and Child and Family Services Ballarat, and Kilmany Family Care supported 

seven and six participants, respectively.  The distribution of participants and properties 

across ISPs is illustrated below in Figure Forty. 
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Figure Forty: Percentage of THM-CHPI properties allocated to each ISP agency, and 

percentage of Initiative participants supported by each ISP agency.  

 

The figure above indicates that the ratio of participants to properties was relatively 

similar for each of the ISP agencies.   

 

Although information regarding housing outcomes was available for 124 of the 133 ISP 

participants, 38.9% of these outcomes were listed as ‘pending’.  In order to obtain an 

accurate summary of the housing outcomes of the participants who had exited the 

Initiative properties, those with ‘pending’ outcomes were omitted from this analysis.  

This left a total of 71 participants for whom outcomes could be meaningfully scrutinised.   

These figures are shown below in Table Thirty-Six. 
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Table Thirty-Six: Proportion of participants who exited into the various housing outcome 
types.  

Salvation 
Army ACSO Flat Out Ballarat Kilmany Total Exit Outcome 
N = 22 N = 25 N = 16 N = 4* N = 4* N = 71 

Caravan Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Comm. Housing 4.6 0 0 0 0 1.4 

Crisis Accom. 4.6 4 0 0 0 2.8 

Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Disengaged 9.1 20 12.5 25 25 15.5 

Private 
Rental 9.1 12 12.5 0 25 11.3 

Public Housing 54.5 20 12.5 0 50 29.6 

Prison – new off 13.5 40 6.3 75 0 23.9 

Prison – old off 4.6 4 12.5 0 0 5.6 

THM General 0 0 43.7 0 0 9.9 

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 
*The numbers of participants supported by these two agencies are small, therefore the 

results must be interpreted with caution. 

 

The above table indicates that 50.8% of ISP participants that exited the Initiative 

properties did so into some other form of stable accommodation. A further 4.2% had 

entered unstable accommodation, 15.5% had disengaged, and 29.5% had been re-

incarcerated. Table Thirty-Six also indicates that 36% of ACSO participants who had 

exited the Initiative properties had obtained some form of further accommodation though 

this Initiative, while the remaining 64% had either returned to prison or disengaged from 

the support agency. This is in contrast to the 73% from Salvation Army Adult Services 

for Men, 69% from Flat Out, and 75% from Kilmany Family Care, who achieved some 

form of accommodation outcome upon exiting this Initiative.  No participants from Child 

and Family Services Ballarat obtained a housing outcome upon leaving the Initiative 

property, with 75% (3) of these participants returning to prison, and 25% (1 participant) 

disengaging. However, it is noted that the number of participants who had been supported 
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by this ISP agency is relatively small, making any conclusions drawn from these results 

insubstantial.   

 

In order to assess relationships between housing outcomes and agencies, Chi-square 

analyses were performed with the figures presented in the above table. Analyses indicate 

a significant108 association between the ISP agencies and participant exit outcomes. 

However, given the small numbers in some of the cells in this table, these results should 

be interpreted with caution. Table Thirty-Six indicates that Flat Out, Salvation Army, and 

Kilmany Family Care had a higher proportion of clients enter some form of ‘stable’ 

housing after exiting the Initiative properties. For example, 43.7% of Flat Out participants 

entered general THM stock (no other agencies have achieved this outcome), while 54.5% 

of Salvation Army clients, and 50% of Kilmany clients, entered public housing. In 

contrast, participants of ACSO, Ballarat, and Kilmany Family Care were significantly 

more likely to have disengaged than those of the other agencies.   

 

The results cited above may be attributable to a number of factors, with the histories of 

each of the ISP agencies possibly being one of these. The Salvation Army, Flat Out, and 

Kilmany Family Care each had previous experience working with both the housing and 

correctional sectors. ACSO, in contrast, had not previously worked within the housing 

sector, while Child and Family Services Ballarat had not previously worked within 

corrections. It may be that agencies with experience in both sectors are better positioned 

to support participants of this particular Initiative, as the THM-CHPI addresses both the 

correctional and housing needs associated with re-integration. It is, of course, equally 

plausible that the nature of each service’s clientele and / or geographic location, were 

major contributors to outcomes. For instance, the differences inherent between each 

agency’s population (eg there may be systematic differences between women who were 

referred to a Melbourne property and those who were referred to a Ballarat property) may 

have impacted on their potential to obtain further accommodation. 

 

The nature of the support provided to ISP participants will now be examined. 

                                                 
108 χ2 (32, N = 124) = 55.96; p < 0.05 
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33 Support Provision 

 

This section presents an overview of the types of support the participants were provided 

with, and the factors that were related to support provision and subsequent housing 

outcome. 

 

Figure Forty-One shows the overall percentage of clients provided with support for 

specific needs.  Many of the participants in this Initiative are provided with support for 

several needs, thus participants are likely to be included in more than one column. 
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Figure Forty-One: Proportion of ISP participants supported with specific needs. 

 

This figure illustrates that the majority of Initiative participants required support with 

drug and alcohol issues, health concerns, living skills, budgeting skills, and / or needed 

general counselling. This is consistent with the general profile of ex-prisoner needs, as 

outlined in the Introduction to this Report. The above figure also illustrates participants of 

this Initiative were provided with the least support in response to gambling and / or 
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physical disability concerns. The table below shows the type of support provided to 

participants of each agency. 

 

Table Thirty-Seven: Percentage of participants supported with specific needs, across ISP 

agency.  

Salvation 
Army ACSO Flat Out Ballarat Kilmany Total Support 

N
e
e
d
s

N = 38 N = 52 N = 30 N = 7 N = 6 N = 133

Drug / Alcohol 97.3 82.7 86.7 85.8 66.7 87 

Education 44.8 55.7 56.7 28.6 16.7 50 

Employment 86.9 69.2 46.7 42.9 0 65 

Budgeting 97.3 75 76.6 71.5 33.3 80 

Mental 
Health 23.7 11.5 43.3 42.9 50 26 

Intel. Disability 10.5 1.9 3.3 0 0 4 

Phys. Disability 0 1.9 3.3 0 0 1 

Gambling 0 1.9 0 0 0 1 

Relationship 79 61.5 80 71.5 0 68 

Children 31.6 36.5 70 42.9 16.7 42 

Dom. Violence 2.6 5.7 26.7 28.6 0 11 

Cultural 18.4 17.3 16.7 0 0 16 

Health 86.8 86.5 83.3 85.7 16.7 83 

Parole 51.9 49.9 36.6 57.2 83.4 50 

Living Skills 97.4 75 83.3 71.4 33.4 81 

Sport / Rec 65.8 50 40 28.6 0 49 

Legal 34.3 30.8 70 71.4 0 41 

Men’s Health 65.8 76.9 0 0 16.7 50 
Storage / 
Logistic 13.1 53.8 16.7 14.3 0 29 
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Personal Dev. 94.7 61.5 63.3 71.4 16.7 70 

Counselling 94.8 67.3 90 85.7 16.7 79 
 

The table above shows that the average participant, in the support phase of this Initiative, 

was given support for the following issues: drug / alcohol, budgeting, relationships, 

health, living skills, personal development, and / or counselling. This assistance is 

consistent with the trends within existing literature, which outline areas of client need that 

should be targeted within a coordinated, transitional response. More specifically, authors 

have stipulated that substance abuse issues, financial issues, employment opportunities, 

mental and physical health, and life skills are all areas that need to be addressed in order 

to assist ex-prisoners to re-integrate into society (Social Exclusion Unit, 2002; Victorian 

DHS, 2001b). Clearly, the above findings indicate that the Initiative is addressing these 

prominent areas of client need. 

 

The figure below show the percentage of participants identified as having unmet needs 
(determined by the proportion of participants for which the ‘not met’ category was 
selected in the statistics by the worker) in each of the support areas.   
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Figure Forty-Two:  The percentage of participants reported to have unmet needs in each 

of the support areas. 

 

Data indicate that, on average, 5.1% of reported participant support needs in this 

Initiative were unmet. Comparisons of unmet needs across agencies revealed that 

participants of ACSO had the highest reported prevalence of unmet support need, with 

11.7% of participant needs not yet being addressed. Similarly, 10.2% of the support needs 

of Child and Family Services Ballarat clients were reported as not met.  These findings 

appear to correlate with those relating to the housing outcomes of Initiative participants, 

as clients of ACSO and Child and Family Services Ballarat were less likely to have 

achieved a positive outcome through this program. Once again, this suggests a strong link 

between support provision and outcome. In contrast, data indicate that only 3.6% of the 

support needs of Flat Out participants were reported as unmet, while Salvation Army 

Adult Services for Men and Kilmany Family Care participants do not have unmet support 

needs, according to worker data. 

 

That being said, it is worth highlighting that approximately 95% of participant support 

needs were reported as having been addressed by the ISP workers in this Initiative. 

Literature previously mentioned in the Introduction of this Report has suggested that 

interventions providing multi-faceted support provision are more likely to result in 

successful (re)integration (Borzycki & Baldry, 2003). In light of this research, the 

findings presented in this section further verify that the Initiative is conforming to the 

principles of risk, need, responsivity, and program integrity, and appears to be making 

definitive steps toward encouraging successful re-integration. 

 

33.1  Contacts and Hours 

 

On average, ISP clients were visited three times within the prison, and 20 times post-

release. Further, ISP clients spent an average of two hours with their support provider 

during each post-release visit.  
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Table Thirty-Eight: Average number of pre and post-release face-to-face contacts, and 

average number of support hours provided to participants. 

Support  Salvation 
Army ACSO Flat Out Ballarat Kilmany Initiative 

Clients 

Average 
Number of 
Pre-Release 

Contacts 

4.9 1.7 2.1 2.3 2 2.8 

Average 
Number of 

Post-Release 
Contacts 

25.6 16.3 18.3 20.7 22.8 20 

Average 
Post-Release 

Contact 
Hours 

48.2 36 40.8 41 53.7 41.8 

 

Table Thirty-Eight (above) shows that, on average, the support worker at Salvation Army 

Adult Services for Men had five pre-release contacts with their clients, while the other 

agencies contacted their clients between 1.7 and 2.3 times prior to release. Further, the 

average number of post-release contacts ranged from 16.3 to 25.6, with Salvations Army 

reporting the highest average number of post-release contacts, and ACSO showing the 

lowest average. On average, Kilmany Family Care allocated the most contact hours to 

their clients, while ACSO allocated the least. Comparisons of pre-release contacts 

indicate a significant109 difference in the number of reported contacts across agencies.  

 

The figure below illustrates the average number of post-release hours that ISPs allocated 

to their clients.  

 

                                                 
109 F (4, 129) = 9.95; p < 0.05 
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Figure Forty-Three: Estimated average number of post-release hours each ISP spent in 

contact with their clients. 

 

Figure Forty-Three illustrates that the average number of post-release hours allocated to 

ISP participants ranged from 36 hours (ACSO) to 54 hours (Kilmany Family Care). Flat 

Out and Child and Family Services Ballarat reported similar post-release contact hours 

(41), while Salvation Army Adult Services for Men spent an average of 48 post-release 

hours with each participant. 

 

There is no significant difference in the number of hours allocated to participants between 

ISP agencies110. Analyses further reveal that the average time allocated to support 

provision did not differ significantly111 between participants who obtained the various 

exit outcomes. That is, participants who were allocated more hours post-release did not 

obtain different housing outcomes upon exiting the Initiative property, than those who 

were allocated less post-release support hours. 

   

                                                 
110 F (4, 127) = 0.64; p > 0.05 
111 F (7, 70) = 1.66; p > 0.05 
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Figure Forty-Four: Average number of times each of the ISPs contacted their participants 

post-release. 

 

Figure Forty-Four shows that the average number of post-release contacts ranged from 16 

to 26. On average, ACSO made the least amount of contacts with their participants post-

release, while Salvation Army Adult Services for Men contacted their participants more 

frequently than the other ISPs.  

 

Further calculations revealed no significant differences112 in the average number of post-

release face-to-face contacts made with participants across the ISP agencies. This shows 

that support practices across the ISPs regarding the number of times they visit their 

clients are relatively similar. However, the average number of contacts was found to be 

significantly113 different for clients across the various housing outcomes (upon exiting the 

Initiative properties).  The differences are highlighted in the figure below. 

 

                                                 
112 F (4, 129) = 1.66; p > 0.05 
113 F (7, 70) = 3.97; p < 0.05 
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Figure Forty-Five:  Average number of post-release contacts across the various housing 

outcomes for participants who had exited the Initiative properties. 

 

Analyses reveal that, on average, ISPs provided less post-release contacts for participants 

who, upon exiting the Initiative property: entered crisis accommodation (9.5 contacts), 

who were re-incarcerated for old offences (7.5 contacts), or who had disengaged (5.9 

contacts).  In contrast, higher numbers of contacts were shown for participants who exited 

the Initiative properties to enter public housing (31.1), community housing (27), private 

rental (16.4), or general THM stock (15.9).  Participants who had been re-incarcerated for 

new offences were contacted an average of 22.4 times.  These findings indicate that, with 

the exception of re-incarceration for new offences, participants who entered some form of 

‘unfavourable’ accommodation after exiting the Initiative property received less post-

release contacts than those who entered more ‘favourable’ options.  Whether the lower 

number of contacts in these circumstances was due to, or caused, the relevant exit 

options, is unable to be determined by these data. That is, data do not specify whether a 
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lower number of contacts lead to less favourable housing, or whether the fewer contacts 

are a result of the participant exiting into this form of accommodation. 

 

In summary, it was found that more participants from Salvation Army, Kilmany Family 

Care and Flat Out achieved some form of stable accommodation once they exited the 

THM-CHPI property than the other Initiative service providers. Additionally, ACSO, 

Child and Family Services Ballarat and Kilmany experienced a higher level of client 

disengagement than other agencies. The majority of Initiative participants required 

support with drug and alcohol, health concerns, living skills, budgeting skills, and / or 

general counselling. In regards to support provision, 95% of all clients’ support needs 

were reported as met by Initiative workers. ISP clients were visited on average three 

times prior to release and 20 times post-release. 

 
34 Summary Profiles of ISP Participants 

 

Figures Forty-Six through to Fifty-One provide an outline of the profiles of all Initiative 

participants, and of individual ISP client groups for the duration of the Initiative Pilot.  

These figures provide a summary of the support provided to ISP participants, and the exit 

outcomes achieved by these clients.  
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Figure Forty-Six: ISP Client Profile:  Participants in all Initiative Properties 

(Nov 01 – Apr 04) 
 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       32.7    
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (73.7%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    None (58.5%) / 1  
Average Length of Tenancy:    6.3 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of clients who entered 

THM-CHPI properties: 

133

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 116 (87%) Children: 56   (42%) 
Education: 66   (50%) Domestic Violence: 14   (10%) 
Employment: 86   (65%) Cultural: 21   (16%) 
Budget: 106 (80%) General Health: 110 (83%) 
Mental Illness: 34   (26%) Parole: 66   (50%) 
Intellectual Disability: 6     (4%) Living Skills: 108 (81%) 
Physical Disability: 2     (1%) Sport/Recreation: 65   (49%) 
Gambling: 2     (1%) Legal: 55   (41%) 
Relationship: 91   (68%) Men’s Health: 66   (50%) 
Storage/Logistical: 39 (29%) Personal Development: 93 (70%)

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending: 53 (42%) Private Rental: 8   (6%) 
Caravan Park: 0   (0%) Public Housing: 21 (17%) 
Community House: 1   (1%) Re-incarceration New: 17 (14%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 2   (2%) Re-incarceration Old: 4   (3%) 
Disengagement: 11 (9%) THM General: 7   (6%) 
Hotel 0   (0%) 

# Th fi d t t t 133 b
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Figure Forty-Seven: ISP Client Profile: Salvation Army Adult Services for 

Men (Nov 01 – Apr 04) 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       31.5   
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (60.5%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    None (65.8%) / 1 

Average Length of Tenancy:    7.9 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of all clients who 

entered THM-CHPI properties: 

38

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 37 (97%) Children: 12 (32%) 
Education: 17 (45%) Domestic Violence: 1   (3%) 
Employment: 33 (87%) Cultural: 7   (18%) 
Budget: 37 (97%) General Health: 33 (87%) 
Mental Illness: 9   (24%) Parole: 20 (52%) 
Intellectual Disability: 4   (11%) Living Skills: 37 (97%) 
Physical Disability: 0   (0%) Sport/Recreation: 25 (66%) 
Gambling: 0   (0%) Legal: 13 (34%) 
Relationship: 30 (79%) Men’s Health: 25 (66%) 
Storage/Logistical: 5 (13%) Personal Development: 36 (95%)

Housing outcome achieved: 
 

Pending: 16 (42%) Private Rental: 2   (5%) 
Caravan Park: 0   (0%) Public Housing: 12 (31%) 
Community House: 1   (3%) Re-incarceration New: 3   (8%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 1   (3%) Re-incarceration Old: 1   (3%) 
Disengagement: 2   (5%) THM General: 0   (0%) 
Hotel 0   (0%) 
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Figure Forty-Eight: ISP Client Profile: Australian Community Support 

Organisation (Nov 01 – Apr 04) 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       31.3    
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (74%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    None (61.2%) / 1 

Average Length of Tenancy:    6.5 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of agency clients who 

entered THM-CHPI properties:

52

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 43 (83%) Children: 19 (37%) 
Education: 29 (56%) Domestic Violence: 3   (6%) 
Employment: 36 (69%) Cultural: 9   (17%) 
Budget: 39 (75%) General Health: 45 (87%) 
Mental Illness: 6   (12%) Parole: 26 (50%) 
Intellectual Disability: 1   (2%) Living Skills: 39 (75%) 
Physical Disability: 1   (2%) Sport/Recreation: 26 (50%) 
Gambling: 1   (2%) Legal: 16 (31%) 
Relationship: 32 (62%) Men’s Health: 40 (77%) 
Storage/Logistical: 28 (54%) Personal Development: 28 (54%)

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending: 23 (48%) Private Rental: 3   (6%) 
Caravan Park: 0   (0%) Public Housing: 5   (11%) 
Community House: 0   (0%) Re-incarceration New: 10 (20%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 1   (2%) Re-incarceration Old: 1   (2%) 
Disengagement: 5   (11%) THM General: 0   (0%) 
Hotel 0   (0%) 

# Th fi d t t t 52 b
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Figure Forty-Nine: ISP Client Profile:  Flat Out  

(Nov 01 – Apr 04) 
 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       30.4   
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (76.7%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    One (33.3%) / 2 

Average Length of Tenancy:    8.8 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of agency clients who 

entered THM-CHPI properties:

30

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 26 (87%) Children: 20 (70%) 
Education: 17 (57%) Domestic Violence: 8   (27%) 
Employment: 14 (47%) Cultural: 5   (17%) 
Budget: 23 (77%) General Health: 25 (83%) 
Mental Illness: 13 (43%) Parole: 11 (37%) 
Intellectual Disability: 1   (3%) Living Skills: 25 (83%) 
Physical Disability: 1   (3%) Sport/Recreation: 12 (40%) 
Gambling: 0   (0%) Legal: 20 (70%) 
Relationship: 24 (79%) Men’s Health: 0   (0%) 
Storage/Logistical: 5 (17%) Personal Development: 19 (63%)

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending: 10 (38.2%) Private Rental: 2 (7.7%) 
Caravan Park: 0   (0%) Public Housing: 2 (7.7%) 
Community House: 0   (0%) Re-incarceration New: 1 (4%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 0   (0%) Re-incarceration Old: 2 (7.7%) 
Disengagement: 2   (7.7%) THM General: 7 (27%) 
Hotel 0   (0%) 

# Th fi d t t t 30 b
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Figure Fifty: ISP Client Profile:  Child and Family Services Ballarat (Nov 01 

– Apr 04) 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       33.4    
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (57.1%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    None (100%) / 0 

Average Length of Tenancy:    4.2 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of agency clients who 

entered THM-CHPI properties:

7

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 6 (86%) Children: 3 (43%) 
Education: 2 (29%) Domestic Violence: 2 (29%) 
Employment: 3 (43%) Cultural: 0 (0%) 
Budget: 5 (72%) General Health: 6 (86%) 
Mental Illness: 3 (43%) Parole: 4 (53%) 
Intellectual Disability: 0 (0%) Living Skills: 5 (72%) 
Physical Disability: 0 (0%) Sport/Recreation: 2 (29%) 
Gambling: 0 (0%) Legal: 5 (72%) 
Relationship: 5 (72%) Men’s Health: 0 (0%) 
Storage/Logistical: 1 (14%) Personal Development: 5 (72%)

Housing outcome achieved#: 
 

Pending: 2 (33%) Private Rental: 0 (0%) 
Caravan Park: 0 (0%) Public Housing: 0 (0%) 
Community House: 0 (0%) Re-incarceration New: 3 (50%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 0 (0%) Re-incarceration Old: 0 (0%) 
Disengagement: 1 (17%) THM General: 0 (0%) 
Hotel 0 (0%) 

# Th fi d t t t 7 b
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Figure Fifty-One: ISP Client Profile: Kilmany Family Care  

(Nov 01 – Apr 04) 
 
 

CLIENT PROFILE 

Average age:       37    
Cultural ID (mode):      Anglophonic (100%) 
Number of children (mode / average):    None (83.3%) / 0 

Average Length of Tenancy:    4.3 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of agency clients who 

entered THM-CHPI properties: 

6 

Client Supported (in house and / or referred) with: 

 
Drug and Alcohol: 4 (67%) Children: 1 (17%) 
Education: 1 (17%) Domestic Violence: 0 (0%) 
Employment: 0 (0%) Cultural: 0 (0%) 
Budget: 2 (33%) General Health: 0 (17%) 
Mental Illness: 3 (50%) Parole: 5 (83%) 
Intellectual Disability: 0 (0%) Living Skills: 2 (33%) 
Physical Disability: 0 (0%) Sport/Recreation: 0 (0%) 
Gambling: 0 (0%) Legal: 0 (0%) 
Relationship: 0 (0%) Men’s Health: 1 (17%) 
Storage/Logistical: 0 (0%) Personal Development: 1 (17%)

Housing outcome achieved: 
 

Pending: 2 (33%) Private Rental: 1 (17%) 
Caravan Park: 0 (0%) Public Housing: 2 (33%) 
Community House: 0 (0%) Re-incarceration New: 0 (0%) 
Crisis Accommodation: 0 (0%) Re-incarceration Old: 0 (0%) 
Disengagement: 1 (17%) THM General: 0 (0%) 
Hotel 0 (0%) 
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Part I: Participant Perceptions 
 
 

Participant perceptions of the Initiative were again explored during phase four qualitative 

data collection, and are presented throughout this section. As mentioned in the Method of 

this Report, participants responses from phases three and four of data collection, have 

been combined to form a single sample of Initiative clients. As a result, the following 

analyses consider the responses of all THM-CHPI participants interviewed by the 

evaluators. Table Thirty-Nine shows the categories of offenders interviewed during the 

evaluation process (in both phases three and four of data collection). These participants 

represent those who were invited by Initiative workers to participate in the evaluation of 

the Initiative, and who provided consent to be interviewed by the evaluation team. Once 

the workers obtained consent, the completed consent forms were forwarded to the 

evaluation team, who then contacted the participants to arrange interviews. 

 

Table Thirty-Nine: Participant interviews completed during phases three and four of 
qualitative data collection: by agency. 

HPW Agency Pre-release interviews 
completed 

Alternative accom. 
interviews completed 

Flagstaff 10 4 
CHL 6 1 
WHL 3 2 

TOTAL 19 7 

ISP Agency 
Interviews completed 
with participants who 
received a property 

Interviews completed 
with participants who 

received a property and 
re-offended 

Flagstaff 12 0 
Flat Out 5 2 
ACSO 9 4 

Ballarat 3 0 
Kilmany 1 2 
TOTAL 30 8 
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The above table indicates that the combined interviews for phase three and four 

qualitative data collection included 19 pre-release participants, seven participants who 

had entered alternative forms of accommodation, 30 participants who entered a 

designated Initiative property, and eight who entered a designated property and re-

offended. In total, 64 interviews were completed for phase three and four data collection. 

Of these 14 were female participants, and the remaining 50 were male. 

 
When examining the data for these participants, it is important to take several 

considerations into account. As previously mentioned in this Report, it is possible that 

this sample of participants is not representative of each category. This may be particularly 

true of interviewed clients who did not obtain a property. These clients may be difficult to 

locate after being released from prison, as the relevant agencies are no longer working 

with them (especially offenders who are in unstable forms of accommodation). 

Alternatively, it is conceivable that those ex-prisoners who were contacted and were 

willing to participate, could have been those in more stable or ‘ideal’ housing options.  

 

Further to these considerations, individuals interviewed at the pre-release stage had 

varying amounts of time left on their sentence. The amount of time between interviews 

and sentence completion generally ranged from a few days, to three months pre-release. 

Given that HPWs typically intensify their work with clients as the client’s release date 

approaches, this time-frame may impact on several variables. These variables include 

participants’ knowledge of the program, number of contacts with the HPW, and the level 

of assistance provided. Data analysis for phase four interviews revealed that 

accommodation had not yet been found for 50% of the pre-release participants (N=12), 

33% had been found accommodation, and 17% were unsure about whether 

accommodation had been found for them. One participant was maintaining a public 

housing property during his period of incarceration. Although these participants were at 

different stages of preparation for pre-release, data indicate that 92% of clients 

interviewed for phase three and four of data collection, were satisfied with the work 

completed by their HPW. 
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As highlighted in the Method of this Report, clients in the four different interview 
categories (ie pre-release, those who received a designated property post-release, those 
who received an alternative form of accommodation, and those who received a property 
and subsequently re-offended) were each asked questions relevant to their experience of 
the program. As a result, there were discrepancies in the questions posed to each category 
of participants (see Method for further detail on the questions posed to each category of 
participants). To this end, some of the findings that report percentages of participant 
responses in this section are not based on the entire sample of participants for third and 
fourth phase data collection. Instead, they may represent responses from a category of 
participants (eg pre-release participants), or combinations of these categories (eg 
participants who received a property and participants who received a property and 
subsequently re-offended). Further, some participants chose not to answer various 
questions and, as such, were not included in the analyses for those questions.  
Consequently, the number of participants who provided responses for each aspect of the 
following analyses may differ. The following section will indicate where findings do not 
include responses from the entire sample of interviewed participants.  
 

35 Recommendations from Literature and Participant Responses 

 

The literature reviewed in the Introductions of both the Interim and current Evaluation 

Reports indicated that the most effective programs should cover the following areas: 

 

Housing Information Provision 

 

Participants should be provided with accurate information regarding post-release 
accommodation options. It is recommended that stable housing be worked towards from 
the point of induction to prison (Baldry et al., 2003). If offenders only receive low levels 
of information and advocacy upon induction, the likelihood of homelessness and / or the 
need for crisis support upon release will not decrease (Baldry, 2001). 
 

Information and Advocacy Required Immediately Post-Release 

Participants should be provided with information and advocacy regarding documentation 
that would be needed post-release, such as social security applications, and sufficient 
identification to open a bank account (NSW SCLJ, 2000). 
 

Continuum of Support, Incorporating a Multi-Agency, Team Approach. 

 

Interventions should provide a coordinated continuum of support post-release, 
incorporating a multi-agency ‘team’ approach, which provides assistance in areas of 
housing, drug issues, employment and family issues (Baldry et al., 2003; Victorian DHS, 
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2001b). These partnerships require communication, interaction and knowledge-sharing 
between all agencies and governmental sectors involved in the program (Borzycki & 
Baldry, 2003). These support efforts need to be tailored to the individual needs of 
participants. This was outlined by the responsivity principle, which states that program 
service should be receptive to the particular modes and styles of each individual (Ogloff, 
2002). 
 

Service Based on ‘Floating Care’ Model. 

 

The floating care model is centred on the provision of accommodation and involves a 
single case manager providing and / or brokering multi-agency support to a client. 
Optimally, the same case manager would provide the client with services from reception 
into prison, to release, and through to the community (Borzycki & Baldry, 2003). 
 

Standard of Service Perceived Positively by Participants. 

 

The service should be perceived positively by clients, in that the participant believes the 
worker is providing adequate support (Baldry et al., 2003). 
 
Using the above criteria, the following sections provide an evaluation of the Initiative’s 
efficacy, based on client perceptions of the program. 
 
36 Program Participants’ General Perceptions of the Initiative. 
 
Initially it is important to acknowledge the broader perceptions of participants regarding 
their experiences of the program. All interviewed participants (N = 64) were asked to 
comment on their perceptions of the program. The vast majority (93%) made positive 
comments regarding the Initiative, stating that it has made, or was expected to make, a 
positive impact upon their lives. This finding is of significance in light of the research 
suggesting that the standard of service provided by a program needs to be perceived 
positively by participants in order to maximise engagement, and to assist participants to 
move forward in the re-integrative process.  
 

I think it’s a great idea because so many blokes come out of jail with nowhere to 
go and they just go straight back in. I know I would have, if I didn’t have 
somewhere secure. I think it’s great, not just with the housing, but supporting you 
in every way. 

 
To tell you the truth, it’s probably the best thing that’s happened in my life for a 
long time. (HPW) came to me at Fulham and told me that through CHL I had a 
place to live, and it changed my life. 

 
For the first time in my life, I actually had a life…. I got out, and it was my home, 
my sanctuary, a safe haven where I could take my children and my grandson. I 
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made it my little home and it meant so much to me. It was so perfect, at the end of 
the day I could go home and just be safe…It’s responsibility, which is something I 
choose to embrace now. 

 
It’s given me a lot of opportunities. It makes it easier for me to get another place 
to live in if I need one. 

 
 
 
It is important to note that the remaining 7% who did not reflect as positively on the 
program included pre-release clients, and one participant who had not received a property 
through the program, and had subsequently re-offended. The pre-release participants, 
who had between four and ten weeks until release, reported feeling frustrated and 
concerned about not having been provided with accommodation options, while the client 
who had not received accommodation options felt they had not benefited from the 
Initiative’s assistance: 
 

I think its (terrible). There’s not enough housing for the genuine people. Don’t 
worry about all those people who end up abusing the properties. I feel like I get 
pushed aside because I don’t have kids or a disability, and that’s not right. I have 
to look after myself too. 

 

Other participants perceived that the Initiative was having a large impact on their current 
living circumstances, relative to their predicted status had they not been involved in the 
program. The question asked to participants was “What do you think would have 
happened to you had you not been involved in the program?”. The following is a 
breakdown of responses given from the 30 interviewed participants who were given one 
of the designated THM-CHPI properties: 
 

• 45% reported that they believed they would have re-offended, and been re-

incarcerated had they not been involved in the program. 

 
I don’t want to think about it. Normally by now I would have been back to jail about 
two or three times, but because I’ve had the support this time it’s been good. 
 
I would be locked up again, for sure. 
 
• 31% reported that the transition would have been a lot harder. The reasons given 

included: having to face the prospect of homelessness, attempting to make other 

housing arrangements, and an increased risk of using drugs. 

I’d be back on the streets dealing drugs, probably be back in trouble and jail. I’d be 
using drugs as well, if I was selling them. 
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I would have been dead or in jail in less than ten months. I would have had a habit in 
the first week and been stealing in the second. 

 
• 17% reported that they would not have satisfied the conditions for parole and / or 

did not want to go into a boarding house style of accommodation, so would have 

remained in prison. 

 
I wouldn’t have got parole. I would still be in prison and I would never know what’s 
going to happen the next day. 
 
I would still be inside, because you have to have stable accommodation to get parole. 

 
• 7% reported that they were unsure of what might have happened had they not 

been involved in the program. 

 
I don’t know, because I have no family. It would have been bad if I had no property. 
 
I don’t know, it’s too hard to say. 

 
While it is clear that those participants who received an Initiative property reported 
positive experiences of the Initiative, the same was also true for the majority of 
participants who were not allocated a designated property. Six out of the seven 
participants who did not receive an Initiative property through the program reported that 
they had found the program to be helpful, while the remaining participant did not find the 
program helpful because there was no Initiative property available for them on release. 
 
 Yes. It’s been good. When I wanted the help, it was there. 
 
 If I had a problem, I could go and see (HPW) and talk it over, it’s been helpful. 
 
These responses represent a positive finding for the Initiative, as it is clear that the vast 
majority of participants who did not receive a THM-CHPI property through the Initiative, 
still found the program to be beneficial to them in some way. In addition, five out of the 
seven participants who did not receive a property through the program, had not 
considered themselves homeless at any point since their release. Of the remaining two 
participants who had considered themselves homeless since release, one had been 
referred to a crisis accommodation service before his other accommodation had become 
available, and he had considered himself homeless at this point. The remaining 
participant had been sleeping in their car, and staying at a friend’s house, and had 
considered themself homeless during this period. 
 
Further to these findings, 76% (N = 43) of released program participants reported that the 
program had altered their chances (or circumstances in the instance of those who had re-
offended) of re-offending, for the better. Findings of such nature were also highlighted in 
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Part G of this Report, where lower rates of re-offending were evident among Consent 
participants. Twenty-two percent said that the program had no impact on the chances of 
them re-offending, and 2% reported that they were unsure.  
 
Those participants who had obtained an Initiative property and had subsequently re-
offended were asked whether there was anything more the program could have done to 
help them not re-offend. All six participants who responded to this question reported that 
there was nothing more the program could have done to prevent them from re-offending. 
 
 No, I had everything. I had all the support and help that I needed. 
 
 No, I could have helped myself. 
 
While the above quotes reflect the perception of a small number of participants, it is a 
promising finding for the Initiative that participants who re-offended did not attribute 
their recidivism to any deficit within the Initiative, but acknowledged that it was a 
personal choice. Further, all six participants also reported that they would engage with the 
program again in the future should the opportunity arise: 
 

Definitely, I would be more eager to hook up with the program, and would 
probably do much better. 

 
Participants who had exited prison were also asked to comment on whether they thought 
that the program had any effects (and the nature of these effects) on other areas of their 
life, such as drug issues, family issues and relationships with partners. The following 
table illustrates their responses. 
 
Table Forty: The perceived impact of the Initiative on participant’s drug, family, and 
relationship issues. 

AREAS OF LIFE EFFECT % 
Positive effect 62 

‘Somewhat’ of an effect 5 
No effect 20 

Drug Issues 
(N = 39) 

N/A 13 
Positive effect 66 
Negative effect 5 

No effect 20 
Family 
(N = 41) 

N/A 19 
Positive effect 32 

No effect 26 
Relationships with 

partners 
(N = 35) N/A 42 

 
 
This table reflects participant’s perceptions that the program is, in the majority of cases, 
having a positive impact on their drug, family, and relationship concerns. The participants 
who felt the program had a negative impact upon their family issues had received 
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properties in areas that were not close to family. These clients stated that contact with 
family members had been difficult due to the geographical distance between them. 
 
Clearly, program participants are reporting some very positive outcomes regarding their 
involvement in the Initiative. These results also suggest that the support provided to each 
client is perceived to be decreasing their potential for recidivism.  
 
This Report will now discuss further comments from program participants in light of the 
recommended program practices outlined at the beginning of this section. 
 
36.1     Housing Information Provision 
 
The reviewed literature stated that the provision accurate and appropriate information to 
individuals in need of housing assistance constitutes a crucial component of any 
intervention addressing the accommodation needs of offenders. During phase three and 
four of qualitative data collection, participants were asked whether they believed they 
were provided with enough information at the pre-release phase regarding the program, 
its structure, the roles of the relevant workers, and the process they would undergo. Of 
the 55 participants who responded to this question, 70% stated that they were adequately 
informed: 
 

Yeah, they give you plenty of info. 
 

Yeah probably, I think I knew what I needed to. 
 

Yes, but you can only get told so much before you get out and start experiencing 
things. 

 
However, 20% believed that they did not receive enough information about the aims and 
processes of the program: 
 

No, I didn’t realise it would be so involved with the support. 
 

There’s not enough pamphlets or paperwork about the program. 
The remaining 10% could not remember whether they received enough information in 
this regard. 
 
Quantitative data analysis revealed that 96% of all participants assessed in the Initiative 
received housing information as part of their involvement in the program. This is 
consistent with participant responses, as 92% of participants who answered this question 
(N = 52) reported receiving ample information regarding housing and support services. 
These findings suggest that workers are providing sufficient information to program 
participants regarding general housing and support services.  
 
In addition, participants were asked whether they understood the information provided to 
them, specifically in regard to the program structure. Responses revealed that 68% (N = 
63) of clients believed they had an adequate understanding of the program structure: 
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Yes. It’s been explained to me, and I’ve got a lot of brochures with all the 
information. 

 
Now I do, it was explained a million times in jail but I didn’t understand until I 
got out. 

 
Yeah I think I know what the service is, what (HPW) can and can’t do. 

 
Four percent articulated that while they did not fully understand, they felt confident they 
would, closer to their release. This latter figure may be conservative, as 19 of the 63 
participants who responded to this question were clients at the pre-release stage of the 
Pilot. Given that they had varying periods remaining on their sentences, it is likely that 
the information would have been further clarified as their release date approached.  
  

 However, a further 28% commented that they did not fully understand the project 
structure: 
 

Nah, I don’t understand the program to the full extent.  
 

I wouldn’t have a clue about the way the program works, really. I only saw (ISP) 
twice and that was to get the ball rolling. 

 
It is important to qualify this information. Of the 28% who did not understand the project 
structure at the time of interviewing, approximately one third were not going to receive a 
property through the program. These participants would therefore have less need to 
understand the program structure, and subsequently would have received less information 
about the program. However, it is of concern that the remaining participants entered the 
Initiative without an adequate understanding of what that program involves.  
 
One member of Initiative management personnel offered their perspective on clients’ 
understanding of information provision, and how this can become a challenge for welfare 
agencies within the corrections system: 
 

I think that one of the issues here is that it’s difficult for some prisoners who are 
in this artificial and institutionalised environment, where they have certain 
relationships with other prison staff, and then somebody comes in and says that 
we’re going to support you and we’re going to give you a house, that notion for 
some of them is very difficult. I think they find it difficult to think about. So this 
person isn’t a prison officer, do they have authority over me, what should I tell 
them, can I trust them, all of those issues are expected. So, is it about the nature of 
the relationship being starkly different from the other relationships with officials 
in the system?  

 
The above quote highlights the impact that the prison environment, and associated prison 
culture, may have on clients’ understanding / acceptance of information that is provided 
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to them by Initiative workers. That is, prisoners may be wary of internal prison staff as 
well as professionals from external agencies / organisations (including Initiative workers) 
due to issues of trust and fear of future correctional implications. Such anxiety may result 
in the prisoner failing to retain and / or comprehend information that is provided to them 
by workers.  
 
In response to recommendations in the Interim Evaluation Report, Initiative management 
suggested that one possible way to increase client understanding of the nature of the 
Initiative was to generate a universal information pamphlet for clients that HPWs and 
ISPs use as part of their information provision. It should be noted here that four of the 
seven agencies do have brochures, with varying levels of information pertaining to the 
aims and processes of the Pilot that are given to clients of the Initiative. Responses to the 
current phase of interviews with management revealed that two personnel believed the 
universal pamphlet to be a good idea. The remaining two personnel reported feeling that 
the handover meeting with the HPW and ISP, as well as the information on the consent 
forms, provide sufficient detail on the Initiative processes: 
 

The original idea was that the HPW and ISP would get together to meet the client 
and that would make sure firstly that they are giving consistent information, and 
secondly that the client didn’t play them off against each other, and to ensure that 
the client understands what was happening. The consent form had a description 
of the program too. 

 
Management are currently in the process of responding to Interim Report 
recommendations, which suggested that workers should be reminded of the importance of 
the initial handover meeting from HPW to ISP. However, it is also necessary that clients’ 
understanding of the Initiative be reinforced by HPWs, so that all participants are 
providing informed consent to be a part of the program. 
 

RECOMMENDATION EIGHT: 
It is recommended that Initiative management further consider the possibility of 
constructing a universal pamphlet, detailing the aims and processes of the Initiative, to 
provide to participants upon entry into the program. This could be used in conjunction 
with HPW and ISP information provision. 
Another important aspect of information provision involves the accuracy of information 
given to clients regarding their chances of obtaining an Initiative property. As one means 
of exploring this aspect of service delivery, clients were asked to comment on what they 
had been told regarding their chances of obtaining a THM-CHPI property, and also their 
perceptions regarding the Initiative’s ability to provide them with stable accommodation 
upon release.  
 
Fifteen of the 19 pre-release participants that responded to this question reported that they 
believed the program would help them obtain stable accommodation post-release. To 
explore this issue further, participants were asked what they had been told by workers 
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about their likelihood of obtaining an Initiative property. Seven out of the 18114 reported 
that they were told they had a good chance of obtaining an Initiative property. Four of the 
18 pre-release participants reported that they were told they had a slim chance, and the 
remaining seven reported that they were give no promises regarding the likelihood of 
obtaining an Initiative property. In light of these findings, it appears that the Initiative 
housing workers (HPWs) are explaining the reality of Initiative property allocation to 
participants. While some participants were optimistic about their chances of obtaining an 
Initiative property, others understood that the likelihood of them getting this form of post-
release accommodation was small.  
 
36.2     Information and Advocacy Provided Immediately Post-Release 
 
Participants provided with housing were asked to comment on the chain of events, from 
release to sign up of their properties. Pre-release participants and those who did not 
receive a THM-CHPI allocated property were not asked this question. Participants who 
responded to this question (N = 32) commented that they were provided with assistance 
with Centrelink processes, opening bank accounts, and / or other support needs, such as 
food and clothing. This is a promising finding given that these have been reported as 
some of the most fundamental and immediate concerns that ex-offenders confront upon 
release from prison (NSW SCLJ, 2000). Participant descriptions of their immediate post-
release experience are as follows: 
 

He (ISP) took me to the landlord at about midday and signed a few forms saying 
they are going to take my money out of the Centrelink payment, and they gave me 
bed sheets and cooking utensils and all that stuff to settle in. I did a bit of 
shopping and that was it. 
 
I was picked up by (ISP), he took us to (agency), we got the key, he connected the 
utilities, and he had our furniture. We had vouchers for food, and we organised 
the dole cheque. 
 
(ISP) had appointments made with Centrelink and Westpac Bank to get a new 
account opened.  All lined up before I got out…reporting to parole people, 
moving in to this place, Centrelink appointment, bank appointments, the whole 
lot; it was a mad house. All those appointments were made and ready for when I 
got out.  

 
Again, it appears that the Initiative is meeting the immediate, more logistical needs of 
program participants post-release.  
 
36.3       Service Provision Regarded Positively by Clients 

 
Literature cited earlier in this Report has suggested that the provision of housing in 
conjunction with support that adequately addresses the varied and complex needs of 

                                                 
114 One participant was not asked this question as they had public housing arranged upon release. 
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offenders will maximise ex-prisoners’ opportunity for successful post-release re-
settlement. Interviews with pre-release participants indicated that there was significant 
interest in the support provision aspect of the Initiative, with 94% (N = 18) reporting that 
if they were allocated a property through the program, they would continue to utilise the 
support aspect of the Initiative.  
 

Yes definitely. It will help me tap into services, and will help me to get to 
appointments, like the doctor and parole. It will be good to have those resources. 
 
I would like to keep up with the support. I really need someone to help me out. 
 
Yeah, I think I would use the support. Just for the feedback and extra information, 
and working on goals. 
 

The remaining 6% reported that they may be interested in the support, but would wait to 
see what it could offer them. 
 

Maybe I would use it, but it would depend on what they want to do, and how they 
can help me. 
 

In order to investigate whether participants of the program had a positive perception of 
the services provided by the Initiative, post-release participants were asked about whether 
the Initiative was meeting their needs (service provision) and how they viewed the 
relationship with HPW and ISP workers (service provider). Ninety-five percent of 
participants (N = 40) reported feeling that the Initiative was tailored to suit their 
individual needs (pre-release participants were not asked this question).  
 

Its tailored for all different needs. I’ve got friends who are in the same situation 
and we are all getting the same help, but for different things, so they cover it all. 
If they (workers) can’t help, then they put you on to people (who can). 
 
Yeah, it is very flexible, they (workers) have got so much scope.  They can cater 
for anybody, almost everybody. 

 
Yeah, they work closely with you. You become so institutionalised. They (workers) 
are there for you not just for housing, but also your kids, DHS, everything. 

 
I’ve never had to pay bills before. It showed me how to be more responsible. I 
never knew anything about it before, now I know about rent and stuff. 

 
One participant who felt the program was not tailored to suit their individual needs was a 
client who did not receive a property through the program, and who was interviewed after 
being re-incarcerated. 
 
One other participant highlighted an area within the support provision that had not 
reflected their needs as a participant of the Initiative. This client was a revisited (follow-
up) participant who had been interviewed once previously during phase three data 
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collection by the evaluation team. This client reported that they had been very ill for quite 
some time, while self-managing a methadone-reduction program. They reported feeling 
under pressure from their support worker to be more active and to engage in services 
offered, and questioned the adequacy of the program to cater for clients in their position. 
This client recently requested a change in support worker: 
 

I just think the rules need to be tweaked a bit for people who come out on 
medication. I just don’t know if I fit the criteria of the program. It would be better 
if they had a different system for people on medication. It’s not set up for those 
people. (Agency) wasn’t really pliable enough for me to do what I wanted to do, 
and basically there appeared to be a lack of experience on their behalf. It seems 
to be set up for straight people being released from prison. I’m not like that. They 
need to be able to handle drug addicted people better…I don’t think (ISP) fully 
understands what I’m going through…maybe she’s got too many expectations for 
me. I can’t talk about what courses I’m interested in, when I’m dreading having 
to find the energy to have a shower…I don’t need pressure to do things, I just 
need to relax as much as I can…Me knocking back D&A counsellors has always 
frustrated them. I know what I need to do and I am the best counsellor I know, but 
I need total relaxation…I’m not trying to be ungrateful or make judgement, I think 
it could just be a bit more efficient. 
 

This comment represents one individual client who is dissatisfied with the support 
provision, however it is again noted that the vast majority made contrasting comments. 
 
Data analysis for phases three and four participants also revealed that all clients who 
received a property through the Initiative believed that the supportive relationship with 
the ISP worker helped them to move back into society (N = 38). Moreover, all of these 
participants also reported that the housing and support services provided to them during 
the program eased the stress of moving back into the community.  
 
All participants were asked to comment on their interest in establishing a relationship 
with either their HPW and / or ISP. Seventy-two percent of participants (N = 55) said that 
they were interested in establishing relationships with workers of the Initiative, 13% said 
that they were not interested, 11% reported being ‘somewhat’ interested, and 4% were 
unsure whether they wanted to establish a relationship with workers from the Initiative. 
Findings revealed that the vast majority of participants (97%, N = 37) reported having a 
supportive relationship with their ISP worker: 
 

(ISP) gives me self-esteem…(ISP) built me up and gave me confidence. (ISP) 
encouraged me to go back to (previous employment). (ISP) helped me get re-
integrated. I had all the back-up support in the world. 
 
Yeah,  (ISP) is a really easy going person. 

 
Definitely, if anything goes wrong, I just tell them and (ISP) helps me out heaps. 

 
If it hadn’t been for (ISP) I don’t know where I’d be. 
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(ISP) is grouse. (ISP) been a big help, but it’s up to me as well. 
 
Yeah, (ISP) is a really good (person), not just for me, but for everyone in here. 

 
It is clear from the participant responses that the vast majority of HPW and ISP workers 
are perceived as a positive and highly influential support during the pre and post-release 
period. Participant comments regarding ISPs reflect a focus on basic criminogenic needs, 
and the aim of increasing participants’ confidence and life skills, which highlight that this 
Initiative is conforming to the ‘human flourishing’ recommendations in the literature 
(Ward, 2002). Programs outlined in the Introduction, including the STOP START 
Program and the C-FAR Life Change Program, have also emphasised the importance of 
developing confidence, leadership, and shifts in cognitive processes, and are based on a 
‘human flourishing’ approach.  
 
Generally, the finding that clients perceive the Initiative to be meeting their needs 
indicates that the Pilot is operating with an adequate level of responsivity. The issue of 
culturally related responsivity emerged as a theme in the Interim Evaluation Report, after 
management expressed concerns about the adequacy of the Initiative to assist Indigenous 
prisoners. The small amount of qualitative data available to the evaluation in relation to 
Indigenous participants has further reinforced that service provision to these participants 
has been at an adequate level. Two pre-release Indigenous clients were interviewed 
during the most recent phase of data collection, and both reported that the Initiative had 
been adequately responsive to their cultural needs. Similarly, as discussed in the Interim 
Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004), one Indigenous participant who was 
offered a property through the Pilot perceived that the program had been responsive to 
their needs, and also felt that other Indigenous clients would be adequately assisted with 
the level of service provided by the Initiative.  
 

It’s ideal. I’m rapt. It alleviates a lot of stress… I can concentrate on other 
matters. No one else will do it for you…If I hadn’t had this program I would have 
re-offended…I might as well be in jail if I can’t look after my son, I can only do 
that in this environment. 

 
 
 
However, this client also reported: 
 

I think (Indigenous client needs’ could be met) more so if they could find a couple 
of designated positions (for Indigenous workers). It can be easily arranged…say 
at (housing agency) or (ISP agency), so that they can tap into the system and 
work towards what we’re all working towards. You’ve got to have somebody who 
is experienced. There’s no point painting a white fella brown. 

 
Although the above client believed their needs were met through the Initiative, they felt 
that a designated Indigenous worker would enhance the service provided. As mentioned 
in the Introduction, there are many disadvantages faced by this vulnerable group of 
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offenders. It is therefore imperative that the Initiative continues to monitor the issues 
pertinent to this group of individuals, so that cultural responsivity can be achieved and 
maintained. 
 
36.4     Continuum of Support, Incorporating a Multi-Agency, Team Approach 
 
Responses from interviews with participants revealed that 87% (N = 31) felt they 
received enough assistance in connecting with other support services in the community:  
 
  Definitely, always keeping me informed of what’s going on, courses, driving. 
 
 Yes. I’ve been flat out going to different support places. 
 
 Yes, if I wanted to get involved, (ISP) was there for me all the way. 
 

Yes, I have been given plenty of help (with connecting with other services in the 
community). 

 
Seven percent of participants believed that they had received some assistance, but thought 
that this could be expanded upon, one respondent reported that they were not given 
enough assistance, and another reported that they did not need to be linked to other 
services. Based on these figures, it appears that the Initiative is satisfying the majority of 
clients in terms of adequate service provision. Further, the Initiative appears to be 
providing clients with an appropriate continuum of care when assisting their reintegration 
into the community. This is important, given the findings that information services and 
support work that begins pre-release and continues upon release, are likely to reduce the 
incidence of ex-prisoners experiencing housing crisis post-release (Victorian DHS, 
2001b; Baldry et al., 2003).  
 
36.5   Service Based on ‘Floating Care’ Model 
 
The floating care model stipulates that optimal transitional / reintegration models employ 
a single case manager that works with clients from induction to prison through to post-
release services. The UK STOP START Program is one example of a model that 
incorporates a single case manager in the design of service provision. Researchers cited 
in the Introduction to this Report have advocated this approach to service delivery 
(Baldry et al., 2003), suggesting that this model allows for the establishment of rapport, 
and offers stability for program participants.  
 
Although participants were not asked questions that refer specifically to this issue, two 
clients in the third phase of data collection stated that the change of ISP workers had 
affected them in a negative way. In their opinion, this involved a delayed submission of 
their Segment Waiting List application, having to repeat their ‘story’ to the new worker, 
and reluctance to engage with the new support worker.  In response to this issue, it was 
recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004) that Initiative 
management reinforce to ISPs the importance of maintaining a consistent support 
provider for each client allocated a property. It was recommended that where a change in 
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worker is deemed unavoidable, management (re)convey the importance of information 
flow and continuum of care across workers. The recommendation suggested that the 
handover meeting between the current and future ISP worker would facilitate this 
process. Initiative management reported that these issues would be explored by the 
Steering Committee. Program participants did not articulate any issues regarding changes 
in support workers during phase four interviews, however, they were not asked questions 
specific to this issue. As such, current data do not provide conclusions as to whether there 
are any on-going concerns in this area. 
 
The issue of multiple support workers was investigated with the participants who were re-
interviewed for the follow-up component of phase four data collection. Eight participants 
were re-interviewed during this phase, and of these, four had encountered at least one 
change in ISP during their time in the program. Of the four participants who had 
experienced changes in workers, all reported that this did not affect their opinion of the 
support provided, nor did it impact on their willingness to use the support component of 
the program:  
 

I was not at all (affected). Because they’ve all been the same, all easy going, good 
people to get along with. You know in five minutes whether you like someone, and 
if that hadn’t happened I would have gone to (agency) and said I want another 
one. As soon as I met (new ISP), I rang (old ISP) and said “this is great”. 
 

Moreover, all four respondents reported that the new worker had been properly informed 
about their needs.  
 

Yes (had been properly informed). They all knew where I was at. I didn’t have to 
go through the whole history again. It was just, “where are you at, what are you 
up to and what do you want to do?”. 
 

The reports of these four participants suggest that, where changes in worker roles were 
unavoidable in the Initiative, agencies had been successful in completing an appropriate 
handover, without disrupting the experience of the participant. However, given the very 
small number of participants analysed, this finding cannot be generalised to reflect the 
experiences of the wider participant population.  
 
In order to ascertain areas of the Initiative that may be improved, and to identify further 
process concerns, participants who had been released were asked what changes they 
would make if they had the opportunity to redesign the program. Of the 45 participants 
who responded to this question, 25 (55.6%) reported that there were no changes they 
would make to the current design of the program. The following is a list of responses 
given from the remaining 20 participants, who reported they would like to see some 
changes made to the Initiative115.  
 

                                                 
115 More than one response was given by some participants. 
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• Four participants stated that they would offer more choice to participants 

regarding the area that their Initiative property would be located. In particular, 

these participants suggested that properties should not be located in drug ‘hot 

spots’, and should be close to community resources (eg chemists). 

• Three participants reported that they would like to see more housing available 

through the Initiative. 

• Two participants stated that they would begin working with participants earlier 

than six weeks prior to release. These participants reported that six weeks was not 

long enough to make appropriate arrangement for post-release housing and 

support requirements. 

 
Other proposed changes included116: 
 

• Informing participants earlier whether they are going to obtain an Initiative 

property through the program, so that they can make appropriate arrangements 

and have time to adjust to the idea. 

• Make the program available in more prisons. 

• Introduce more activities in the program in order to reduce boredom post-release. 

• Have more support agencies involved in the program. 

• Make the program available to couples, especially when there are children 

involved. 

• More information provision regarding the programs and the supports that are 

available in the pre-release stage. 

• Make provisions for an aboriginal support worker, who can cater to the needs of 

this population. 

• Ensure that each participant has only one support worker during their post-release 

period (ie avoid changes in support workers). 

• Provide a map and information on the area that participants are moving to, 

including the location of community services (eg chemists, banks). 

                                                 
116 Each of these proposed changes were suggested by one participant. 
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• Provide more assistance / advocacy in relation to Centrelink and Job Network 

agencies. 

• Provide assistance with obtaining furniture and other household goods when 

participants move into long-term housing. 

• Provide more reassurance to participants regarding their ability to stay in an 

Initiative property until long-term housing is obtained (often longer than the initial 

three-month sign-up). 

 
Although the majority of participants stated that they wouldn’t make any changes to the 
Initiative, those who did propose changes suggested offering more choices regarding 
property location, increasing the available housing stock, and having a longer lead-in 
time. 
 
This section has investigated participant perceptions of the Initiative for all interviewed 
phase three and four clients of the Pilot, and has used the recommended practice outlined 
by the literature to evaluate the Initiative’s success in these areas. Revisited (follow-up) 
participants have been discussed in relation to the issue of multiple support workers, and 
the following section looks more closely at other perceptions of these participants, 
relevant to their ongoing experience as Initiative clients. As outlined in the Method of this 
Report, these follow-up interviews were completed in order to gain some insight into 
participants’ longer-term housing trajectories, and to identify issues that evolved during 
the latter parts of Initiative involvement. 
 
37 Revisited (follow-up) Participant Perceptions 
 
Three of the eight revisited participants were still residing in the designated properties of 
the Initiative, and five had moved on to long-term housing upon leaving the THM-CHPI 
property. All revisited participants were asked to comment on their three best 
achievements since release from prison. Some of the major achievements reported by 
these participants are listed below: 
 
 Five reported the attainment of stable housing 

 Four reported staying off drugs 

 Two reported not being involved in criminal activity 

 Two reported remaining in the transitional property 

 One reported regaining custody of their grand-children, and 

 One reported gaining part-time work 

 
Seven of the eight revisited participants reported feeling that they would not have 
achieved these things had they not been involved in the program. The remaining 
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participant was unsure whether they would have made these achievements without the 
support of the program. 
 

No, I would have been released from prison with a dole cheque and about $100, 
so there’s no way I would have been able to cope. I would have been addicted to 
methadone and homeless, straight off the bat. 
 
I absolutely would not have (achieved what I have without the program). I can 
give that as a definitive answer. It’s not just having the property but having the 
support worker as well. 
 
No, (I wouldn’t have achieved what I have without the program). I haven’t been 
able to (cope) previously. The program has certainly been a major part of it and 
the people running the program. I have been able to build rapport with a couple 
of the people running the program and a couple of people involved in it. They 
have been a big part of it so far. 

 
Consistent with participant responses in phases three and four of data collection, all eight 
revisited participants reported positive perceptions of the program. Typical responses 
from these participants regarding general perceptions of the program included the 
following: 
 

I think it (the program) is a brilliant idea. I would like to see it available to 
everyone in prison who needs assistance… It helps you because a lot of your 
ideas on where you are in society and your standing as a decent citizen are 
completely destroyed when you are in prison.  Getting out and being with this 
program makes you aware that there are people out there who won’t judge you, 
and that do care, and that do want to help you. 

 
Further to this finding, seven out of the eight revisited participants reported that they were 
happy with their support worker. 
 

Having (ISPs) support has been just great. I could tell him everything, my 
feelings, he’s understanding and if I’ve ever got a problem, (ISP) will help me out. 
 
Yes I am happy, and I thank them heaps. I owe them a lot I think. 

 
The remaining participant believed that they had specific needs in relation to drug 
withdrawal and reported that their support worker had not been responsive to some of the 
difficulties he was experiencing (mentioned earlier in this section). This participant 
suggested that it would be more beneficial if a separate program was set up for 
individuals who are on medication and may be ill, or who are having difficulties with 
drug addiction / drug withdrawal programs. Other suggestions made by revisited 
participants regarding proposed changes to the program included having the support 
aspect of service provision continue for a longer period when participants entered long-
term housing. This suggestion was made by three of the four participants who had entered 
long- term housing. Consistent with participants’ proposed changes documented earlier in 
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this section, revisited participants wanted more housing available in the Initiative, and 
more reassurance that they could remain in their transitional property until their long-
term housing option was available. 
  
Participants were asked whether they believed the level of support they required had 
altered (ie increased, decreased, or changed in type altogether) during their time in the 
program. Participants who perceived that their level of need had altered were then asked 
whether their ISP had been responsive to the changing needs. Five participants responded 
that their level of need had decreased during their time in the program, as greater stability 
had been achieved. Two participants reported that their level of need had remained 
constant, while the remaining participant felt that his needs had actually increased: 
 

It’s actually sometimes increased a bit, because I’ve got more things going on, 
like getting the job, and doing the volunteer work. So instead of saying I don’t 
know if I can do this or do that, (ISPs) been able to help me get the confidence to 
do it, and with the (social activity), it’s probably the best thing I’ve done in ten 
years. 

 
All six participants who believed their support needs had changed over the course of their 
involvement in the initiative, reported that their ISP had been responsive to these 
changes: 
 

Yes (ISP had been responsive). Also to the point where my worker and I 
connected so well that they could see before situations arose that I was heading 
downhill, or starting to get miserable, and would make a mental note and give me 
an extra call. 

 
These findings indicate that the level of clients’ needs and the depth of support required is 
very much an individual progression. However, results suggest that the Initiative is being 
responsive to these different patterns of client support need.  
 
Of the three participants who were still in transitional housing at the time of their 
revisited interview, two reported that they had remained in the same property since their 
release. The remaining participant had moved three times between different transitional 
homes since their release, as the first two properties were deemed unsuitable due to issues 
regarding the location, and rising damp problems. Literature highlighted earlier suggested 
that there is an association between housing moves and a propensity to re-offend for 
participants attempting to reintegrate (Baldry et al., 2003). Although moving three times 
presents a lack of stability for this Initiative participant, it is positive to note that attempts 
were made to relocate the participant to more suitable accommodation.   
 
Consistent with findings reported earlier, the majority of revisited participants reported 
feeling that the program was having an ongoing impact on their likelihood of re-
offending. Six out of eight participants felt the program had reduced the chances of them 
re-offending. The remaining two reported perceiving that the program had not had an 
impact on their re-offending, commenting that they made a personal choice about their 
life direction. In addition, participants were asked to comment on the aspect of support 
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provision that had been most beneficial to them. The following is a breakdown of the 
responses provided to this question117: 
 

• Seven participants reported that having a good relationship with their support 

worker was most beneficial to them. 

• Four reported that the provision of housing was the most helpful aspect of the 

Initiative. 

• One participant reported that the financial support had helped him the most to 

cope with life post-release and to not re-offend. 

• One participant stated that psychological counselling had been the most helpful 

aspect of support provided through the Initiative. 

 
The above responses again highlight the importance of participants relationships with 
support workers, and the influence this has on their post-release re-settlement. 
 
Revisited participants were also asked to comment upon whether entering a transitional 
housing option post-release was better than their experience might have been had they 
entered a long-term housing option immediately upon release. Six of the eight 
participants reported that having a transitional property was better than going straight into 
long-term housing: 
 

Yes, transitional housing was better, because it gave me a chance to learn how to 
survive, how to budget and how to live, how to pay bills again, shopping, how to 
look for a job, how to get involved in other things like the play, it’s given me a lot 
of different options. 
 
I found that transitional housing allows you to feel more protected. Having 
everything set up for you is a big help. It’s difficult to set up a house from nothing 
and it eases you into that as well.  
 
Transitional housing gives you a chance to set things up. It’s a learning curve. 
Just the daily living skills and things like that. 

 
The remaining two participants reported that they would have preferred to enter a long-
term housing option immediately upon release from prison: 
 

Transitional housing meant that I was in limbo. I couldn’t go to university or look 
into study because for me, I wanted to go to the country. 

 

                                                 
117 More than one response was provided by some participants 



 

 262

It is evident that while some participants believed they would have coped with entering a 
long-term housing option immediately post-release, the majority of participants preferred 
the additional support provided with the transitional housing they obtained. 
 
In addition to the above findings, all revisited participants were asked to comment on 
whether they thought they would be in the same position as they were currently, had the 
program included providing housing without the support, or the provision of support 
without the housing. Five of the eight participants reported feeling that they would not be 
in their current position if the program included the housing without the support: 
 

Nah, I definitely needed someone around, so I had someone to answer to for the 
way I was living. 
 
No. I was able to be relocated through the program, I was almost at breaking 
point at (suburb), started to head the wrong way for a little while, I just felt 
trapped and frustrated. Without the support, I wouldn’t have been able to 
relocate. 
 
No way. The support is very critical to learning about basic living skills. (ISP) 
worked through all of that with me. It’s a learning curve 
 
No, definitely not…There are so many other issues that surround a person when 
they are leaving prison, and having somewhere to stay is only one of those issues.  
Having the support worker means that all of the other issues are incorporated 
and taken care of as well. They need to go together. 

 
The remaining three participants reported that they would probably be in the same 
position now, without the support provision facet of the Initiative.  
 
 Yeah, I’d probably be the same as I am now. 
 

I’d like to think so. The support definitely helped, but most of the changes have 
come about through me. 

 
All revisited participants reported that they would not be in the same position now if the 
Initiative had offered support, but not the housing. 
 
 No way, I don’t know where I would sleep, it’s hard to say. 
 

No. The support worker wouldn’t have been able to find me! You’re not going to 
engage anyway, why would you if you didn’t have a place to live. 

 
 Nah, I wouldn’t have even stayed with the support. 
 
These latter findings reinforce the vital nature of housing for participants in the Initiative, 
and also reinforce the notion that providing ex-prisoners with a combination of 
accommodation and support services represents the optimal intervention design.  
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Revisited participants’ positive experiences of the Initiative were also reflected in their 
responses regarding their future. Participants were asked the question, “Where do you see 
yourself two years from now?” The following is a breakdown of responses provided by 
participants: 
 

• Three participants reported that they would have a job. 

• Three participants stated that they would be in public housing (one of these was in 

transitional housing, the other two were in public housing and believed they 

would remain there). 

• Two participants believed that would still be residing in their transitional housing 

property. 

• Two participants were unsure of where they might be living, and their major 

priority was to be healthy in the future. 

• One participant reported that they would be in private rental accommodation in 

two years time. 

 
This section has outlined the major findings regarding participant perceptions of the 
Initiative, and it is promising to observe that many of these findings are consistent with 
the recommendations made in the literature reviewed in the Introduction. This includes 
the finding that the majority of Initiative clients believe they received enough information 
about housing and support services during the pre-release stage of program involvement. 
Moreover, the immediate post-release needs of clients (including arranging Centrelink 
payments and opening bank accounts) appear to be adequately serviced by agencies of 
the Initiative.  
 
The vast majority of participants reported feeling they had having gained significant 
benefit from the Initiative, and perceived that the program was having a positive effect on 
their likelihood of re-offending, and on other areas of their life (eg drug issues and family 
relationships). A significant majority also commented that the Initiative had catered 
adequately for their needs, and was tailored to their individual circumstances, indicating 
that the Pilot employs an appropriate level of responsivity. Further, this is an indicator 
that the Initiative is adhering to the matching principle outlined in the Introduction of this 
Report, whereby relevant needs of participants are being identified and targeted, and 
workers are providing adequate support in relation to this need. Moreover, all participants 
who had entered one of the designated Initiative properties commented that the support 
provided to them by their ISP had eased the stress of reintegration. This is consistent with 
literature outlined in the Introduction of this Report that suggests collaborative support 
provided in a multi-agency, team approach optimises the chances of successful 
reintegration. As documented in Part H of this report, although one out of eight 
interviewed revisited participants reported a negative experience regarding the cessation 
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of Initiative support after moving into public housing, the remaining seven commented 
that they were ready for this transition. Further, the majority of revisited participants 
reported feeling that, without the Initiative support, they would have been unable to 
achieve what they had since release from prison, including reducing drug usage, desisting 
from crime, and maintaining housing. Clearly these findings are promising, and provide 
preliminary evidence that the Initiative is succeeding in providing housing and support 
that is perceived positively by clients.  
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Part J: Data Collection 
 
 
The data collection and collation process has been a challenging component of this Pilot 

Initiative. Indeed, when Initiative management were asked about the three main areas of 

the Initiative they felt needed to be improved, two of the management personnel (one 

from both CV and OoH respectively) raised issues relating to the data.  

 

The consistency of the data is something that we keep having to go back to. There was 
the Data Working group before I was involved (and) that was supposed to 
resolve all the issues, and it hasn’t. Then we’ve gone through the data 
workshop and we are still waiting for the outcomes of those to come 
through. I just didn’t realise that it was so hard to get a consistent 
interpretation on data, or consistent management of data, it’s been a real 
nightmare…there needs to be more emphasis on referring the agencies 
back to the data dictionary. I think that is something they haven’t done; 
they are coming up with their own meanings. Management probably 
could’ve and should’ve been on top of it more frequently. 

 
We are plagued by data issues. We have a service system that collects different data 

across the board, there are real issues here around getting consistent data, 
and we are on to that, but it is going to take 18 months to get it together. 
That is a reflection of where the service system is at.  

 
Much has been done by both management and workers of this Initiative in efforts to address the 

accuracy of the recorded and reported data. For the purposes of documentation, the 
following section will summarise the data collection and reporting issues that have been 
evident since the inception of the Initiative, and the steps that have been implemented in 
an attempt to address them.  
 

 

 

 

38 Consent Forms 

 

The Initiative began at the three prison locations near the end of 2001, and all service 

providers were involved in the initial development and subsequent review of the data 

form utilised in this evaluation. During the initial phase of the Pilot, HPW agencies were 

using their own individualised consent forms with their clients. It was later determined by 



 

 266

Initiative management that a standard consent form for all Initiative participants was 

required for the purposes of evaluation. Consequently, a consent form was developed and 

workers began using this form in June 2003. Due to the conflicting philosophies of some 

workers and agencies regarding client consent, the process of developing a standard 

consent form was lengthy. This severely hindered the data that were available to 

evaluators for the Evaluation Reports, as participant interview and recidivism data were 

only accessible for a period of 12 months. This delay in the drafting and approval of two 

standard consent forms (one that addressed participants’ preparedness to be approached 

for an interview, and the other addressing consent for the evaluation team to access the 

participant’s correctional file) resulted in a much smaller sample of participants being 

available for both qualitative and quantitative analyses during the evaluation process. The 

number of participants at various stages of the program (pre-release through to those who 

had moved into long-term housing) who could be contacted and interviewed was much 

lower than what would be expected had the issue of consent been audited and addressed 

at an earlier stage of program implementation. As mentioned, the delays in this process 

were due to reasonable concerns from a number of housing services about the welfare 

and rights of their clients. However, it must be noted that research designs and processes 

that do not require consent forms are common-place in correctional and other settings. It 

is apparent that the issue of obtaining consent represented another example of a ‘culture 

clash’ between the housing and correctional sectors, and it appeared that, for this reason, 

Initiative management were (understandably) cautious in their handling of the matter.   

 

Unfortunately, even after consent forms were agreed upon and distributed, signed consent 

forms were not always passed on to the evaluators in a timely manner. This resulted in a 

significant number of ‘consenters’ being lost to the evaluation process. Even though these 

consent forms were eventually given to the evaluators, the volatile nature of some of the 

Initiative target group’s accommodation arrangements meant that locating individuals 

who had given consent some time prior was often impossible. This was especially the 

case if participants had not been referred to one of the Initiative properties, and this trend 

is likely to have influenced the make-up of the interviewed sub-groups. Similarly, the 

aforementioned delays in attaining agreement on suitable consent forms also significantly 
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impacted on the ability of the evaluation team to attain an optimal sample size (and a 

sufficiently long ‘average time since release from prison’) for the relationship between 

program involvement and housing / recidivism outcomes to be as well explored as it 

might have been.  

 

It is crucial that issues and obstacles relating to requesting, attaining, documenting and 

passing on client consent be more rigorously pursued by Initiative management, as there 

are numerous concerns still evident in the process, and ongoing evaluation of the 

Initiative would be highly desirable. Ideally, of course, such matters would have been   

fully resolved in the conceptualisation phase, or very early in the implementation of the 

program. However, the cross-sectoral nature of the Initiative made anticipation and 

resolution of these concerns more difficult.  

 

While it must be noted that an individual’s participation in the program cannot be 

dependent upon their agreement to participate in any evaluation activities, it is apparent 

that, at present, Initiative workers have great discretion with regard to the sub-set of 

clients that are invited to participate in the evaluation process, and that clients who 

achieve positive outcomes would generally be more likely to provide such consent. Both 

of these potentials could have skewed the sample of those who were contacted in the 

current evaluation. For this reason, it is apparent that a standardised protocol for 

requesting consent from each program participant (and documenting such a request) 

needs to be put in place for future monitoring purposes. Ideally, this request would be 

made quite early in the client’s involvement. The importance of systematic evaluation of 

a program’s implementation and efficacy needs to be stressed to workers, and guidelines 

regarding the introduction of all clients to the evaluation process should be developed. 

This includes the importance of informed, thorough and accurate recording, collation and 

reporting of data regarding each participant and the agency’s work with that person. The 

Initiative guidelines must also clarify the requirements of agencies to request and 

document efforts to obtain client consent, and forward consent forms to the evaluation 

team in a timely manner. Only if these mechanisms are put in place, will ongoing ‘fine 

tuning’ of the Initiative be able to occur.   
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RECOMMENDATION NINE 

It is recommended that a standardised protocol be put in place for workers to request 

consent from each program participant to take part in the ongoing evaluation process, and 

that each request be documented. This would facilitate future evaluation activities, and 

minimise the potential for a truncated sample of participants being approached to provide 

consent.  It is suggested that such requests would ideally be made at the HPW stage. 

 

39 Data Collection Ambiguities 

 

As cited in the Preliminary Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et. al. 2003), Initiative 

workers (HPWs and ISPs) who completed monthly statistics expressed a degree of 

uncertainty about data entry and collation requirements in the first six to twelve months 

of the Pilot. Indeed, there were significant inconsistencies across agencies regarding the 

interpretation and subsequent recording of information on both the HPW and ISP data 

forms. Some of these inconsistencies stemmed from misunderstandings about whether 

data were to be calculated cumulatively over the months, and others emerged from 

disparate interpretations of the purposes of data fields that dealt with issues such as 

services provided and referrals. Inspection of the monthly reports and interviews with 

workers revealed significant threats to the validity of these summary data.   

 

In response to recommendations made in the Preliminary Evaluation Report, agency 

representatives held several working groups. These meetings focused on identifying a 

means of clarifying ambiguities relating to the interpretation and recording of statistics 

for service providers, and undertaking a full revision of items on the data form.  As a 

result of these meetings, several new items were included on the data form, and more 

thorough explanations of existing fields were provided.  

 

Further, in order to provide a mechanism to track client movement through the program, 

and to enable cross-tabulations of key variables to take place, it was deemed that workers 

would provide de-identified statistics for each individual as well as reporting collated 
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data each month.  Up until this time, summaries from each agency had been provided in 

aggregate form only, and this did not allow for patterns in relevant input and output 

variables to be fully explicated. By July 2003, a data dictionary had been developed by 

administrators that detailed how items on client forms were to be interpreted. All service 

providers were invited to attend a meeting where training was provided in the specifics of 

the new data dictionary, and this document was also provided to all program workers so 

they could utilise it as an ongoing reference point.  

 

Despite the above efforts, the Interim Evaluation Report also revealed several concerns 

regarding data collection and recording. It is noted that the data set is a ‘client data set’, 

which aims to attain information about the client group, issues within the client group, 

responses to these, and client outcomes. However, although this data set is not intended to 

provide a record of worker activities, workers have reported that they would like the data 

form to capture all relevant information regarding the nature of the work they do with 

their clients. At the time of writing, the form only allowed for the number of face-to-face 

contact hours with participants to be recorded. Workers reported that they would 

therefore appreciate a variable on the data form that better reflected the advocacy work 

they do with clients, and this appeared to be essential if accurate and site-specific 

assessments of resource / staffing requirements were to be made. The Interim Evaluation 

Report recommended that management consider including this additional item on the data 

form, and that workers be involved in discussion regarding this change. Further, it was 

recommended in the Interim Evaluation Report that revision of the data form should 

include avenues for recording whether or not participants actually have needs in the 

specified areas. This was in reply to the finding that the data form only allowed for 

responses regarding whether particular needs were ‘not met’, ‘met in-house’, or ‘referred’ 

for each participant. That is, there was no standard way of recording whether the 

participant actually had a need in a particular area. This information was required if more 

accurate assessment of patterns in unmet support needs was to be achieved. Although it is 

stipulated in the data dictionary that workers should only complete information on the 

support needs that the client actually has, it was clear from workers’ reports that they 

were not following this protocol.  
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The Interim Evaluation Report also revealed that inconsistencies in data collection, 

collating and reporting remained, suggesting that workers were either not reading the data 

dictionary, or not understanding it fully. In response, the Interim Evaluation Report 

recommended that management revise the data dictionary to again include more thorough 

definitions of each of the data fields included, distribute this to workers, and remind 

workers of the importance of the dictionary as a means of achieving consistent data 

collection. In response to these recommendations, a Data Training Day was held in April 

2004 and was attended by all HPWs and all but one ISP. The training aimed to clarify 

ambiguities and inconsistencies in the data collection, and discuss possible avenues for 

improving the data form. Although, at the time of writing, the outcomes of the Data 

Training Day had not yet been circulated to workers, management were in the process of 

again revising the data form. ISPs and HPWs who attended the Data Training Day were 

asked about whether they were happy with its outcomes, and 90% of workers reported 

that they were. 

 

Yes. That was really good…we should have one every 12 months so it’s consistent. 
 
Yes, because now we are all doing it the same way. Everyone is going to be sitting down 

and doing systematic work. 
 
Yeah, really good. Very professional, and it clarified how to use the data form. Some 

issues were also pointed out that needed to be changed, that was good. 
 
The training day was very good. I felt that we already knew a lot of what was covered, 

but they have to target training to the lowest common denominator. There 
were interesting conversations about how to track clients who have re-
entered the program, which was useful. While we didn’t get a huge 
amount out of it, it certainly wasn’t a waste of time. 

 
It was good because now when I am doing my stats, I think I am doing it better. 
 

Of the 12 ISPs, HPWs and related managers who were asked whether the data form captures relevant / 
necessary information118, six (50%) felt it did, and three (25%) felt that it did not. A 
further two reported that the data form captures some, but not all relevant information, 
and one worker was non-committal. 

   
                                                 
118 Three THM-CHPI workers did not respond to this question due to lack of contact with the data form. 



 

 271

Yeah, in terms of qualitative data I think the answer is yes. In general what you could 
hope to get is being captured and the qualitative data is coming out 
through the interviews that you guys (evaluation team) are doing. 

 
It captures a little bit but it doesn’t capture the whole picture.  
 
Not the current data, I don’t think so, but we did something at that workshop and 

hopefully that will change. 
 
I think it does the minimal but we have designed our own data form here to capture the 

stuff that the program data form is not capturing. For example, we record 
number of children connected to that (participant). 

 
When you come around to do the stats, you get a good reflection of how many hours you 

spend with a client, everything makes sense and falls into place when you 
do it. It is a good form. 

 
As mentioned, a major theme coming from worker interviews was that of recording advocacy / non face-

to-face contact hours. This idea was discussed at the data-training day and, at the time of 
writing, management were in the process of deciding what action to take in regards to 
this issue. When asked if there was anything more they would like to see recorded on the 
data forms, 46% of HPWs, ISPs and related managers requested no changes. A further 
46% reported that they would like to see information on: the type and level of needs of 
participants’ children, advocacy hours, travel time and parole / sentencing information 
included. One worker reported that they were unsure about whether they would like more 
items recorded on the data form.  

 
I think it captures some of it, I actually think it could have more data, because sometimes 

clients go missing and you can’t see them and there is no reflection on the 
amount of time that you spend pursuing them, so in a month I may not 
have seen a client, so I can’t put down any face-to-face contact hours, but I 
might have spent six hours looking for them or writing letters.   

 
I think we discussed it at (the Data Training Day), (it has) pretty much everything we 

need. 
 
I would like to know if the client is on parole. They need sentencing information because 

sometimes you have clients that are on remand, that are on bail. There are 
a lot of things that happen to the client that the stats don’t reflect and I 
think it also doesn’t really reflect how much work you do with the client… 
(Prison) is a day travelling…so I might spend two hours with the client but 
spend four hours to get there. 

 
Maybe some more information regarding the number of children and the level of their 

needs. Also advocacy work is not recorded. 
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We spend a large amount of time doing other things, but we are only recording the 
contact we are having with the prisoner. There is no record of the other 
work we do like phone calls. We spend a lot of time on the phone 
organising Seg One (applications), and it is not recorded at all. 

 
Ninety percent of the interviewed HPWs, ISPs and related managers reported that they did not mind 

having to spend the time required to record client / contact information on the data form.  
 
 It’s fine, it’s not really time consuming. 
 

It’s no more onerous than any other data recording method. 
 
Doesn’t bother me, it only takes ten minutes. 
 

I think it is important to have the information recorded so you can see whether there is an 
outcome for the program and what can be made better, what is working 
well, and that sort of thing. 

 
It is evident from the responses of the majority of workers that, despite the significant challenges this 

Initiative has faced in relation to data collection and reporting, the efforts of 
management to rectify these issues have been viewed positively by program workers, and 
are having some effect (however gradual) on the integrity and validity of the data 
produced by agencies. The Data Training Day represented a further effort to incorporate 
the views of workers when addressing implementation issues within the THM-CHPI and, 
as such, was viewed as a positive training experience by workers. A continued effort by 
Initiative management to identify and address issues in relation to data collection, 
interpretation and reporting will go some way to ensure that accurate indicators of 
Initiative inputs and outputs are forthcoming.  
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RECOMMENDATION TEN: 
It is recommended that Initiative management continue to monitor the issues relating to worker data 

collection, collation and reporting. This is particularly pressing given the high turnover 
of staff in some Initiative positions and the clear need for future monitoring of Initiative 
functioning.  This may be facilitated by continuing the practice of holding Data Training 
Days for workers and regular audits of agency monthly reports. 

 
It is noted that Corrections Victoria will be implementing an internal evaluation framework for the 

Initiative over the next few years, with work beginning in July 2004. Corrections Victoria 
management have stated that monitoring tools will be designed and shared with agency 
partners. It is envisaged that this framework will allow for continual evaluation of the 
design, processes, and outcomes of the Initiative in relation to the correctional objectives. 
Although this process indicates a positive step toward ensuring that the evaluation of the 
THM-CHPI continues, this evaluation framework will not investigate the Initiative’s 
ongoing impact on housing outcomes. As such, the performance of the Initiative 
regarding the housing objectives will not be further monitored or assessed. Given that the 
assessment of the Initiative’s functioning in relation to all objectives (both correctional 
and housing) would form crucial component of the program’s ongoing evaluation, the 
requirement for further evaluation activities is evident.  

 

 
  

RECOMMENDATION ELEVEN: 

As has been apparent throughout the duration of the Pilot, a complex multi-site

undertaking such as the THM-CHPI holds much potential for practices to evolve beyond

the Protocols, and for Protocols to become outdated and irrelevant. Given this reality,

and the potential the Pilot is showing to achieve its goals, it is recommended that

Initiative management give due consideration to maintaining an ongoing ‘monitoring

evaluation’ into the design and funding model, that measures the Initiative’s

performance regarding both the correctional and housing objectives.    
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Part K: Evaluative Comments and Conclusion 
 

The THM-CHPI is a product of the Victorian Homelessness Strategy and the 

Reducing Re-offending Framework, the latter of which forms a component of the 

Corrections Long Term Management Strategy. The Initiative represents an effort on 

the part of government to construct a cross-disciplinary, empirically informed, and 

multi-site set of re-integrative measures that address the following aims:  

 

• To reduce the incidence of homelessness among people exiting prison;   

• To improve the transitional experience of people exiting prison; 

• To reduce the re-offending rate among people who achieve a positive housing 

outcome through the program (thus reducing prison numbers); and 

• To collect data on the housing needs of people exiting prisons to assist in quantifying 

the level and type of need among this under-researched group. 

 

The independent process and impact evaluation of the THM-CHPI had several 

related objectives: 

 
 
8. To document the Pilot Initiative’s development and progress; 

9. To scrutinise the development, utility and application of Initiative policies and 

protocols;  

10. To ascertain where implementation of the Pilot may be improved, and identify  

process concerns; 

11. To track client movement through the Initiative and assess the co-ordination and 

liaison mechanisms across each site; 

12. To provide preliminary data about whether the Pilot Initiative reduced the re-

offending rate among persons who achieve a housing outcome; 

13. To ascertain whether the Pilot Initiative reduced the incidence of homelessness 

among persons exiting prison across the three sites; and 

14. To make informed recommendations regarding the above where applicable.  
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The Introduction to this Final Evaluation Report provided an edited review of 

relevant and recent policy, research, service delivery, and evaluation trends in both 

the housing and correctional sectors. A more exhaustive review was presented in the 

Introduction to the Interim Evaluation Report (Bartholomew et al., 2004). Both 

reviews highlighted features of effective reintegration programs, and these were 

collated and employed as additional means by which the current Initiative’s 

standing and performance could be assessed.  

 

The following discussion will consider the Initiative’s performance on each of its 

stated objectives.  

 

Objective #1: To reduce the incidence of homelessness among people exiting prison. 

 

Data collected over the course of the evaluation indicate the following with regards to 

this ‘outcome-based’ criterion: 

 

 In total, 906 potential participants were assessed for eligibility for the Initiative. 

 One hundred and thirty-three of these entered one of the Initiative properties 

during the pilot period. 

 Quantitative data indicate that almost half (48%) of program participants 

(when those who had not been released from prison were omitted from the 

analysis) entered stable housing post-release, while 29% were referred to 

short-term / crisis accommodation. This is a notable finding given that the 

Initiative sample represents such a high risk (of homelessness) group.   

 Comparisons of the proportion of participants who were experiencing 

primary homelessness prior to incarceration (41.6%) with those who did not 

have a housing outcome, or whose outcome was unknown following release 

(23%), indicated a significant decrease in the homelessness rates of 

participants from pre-incarceration to post-release. Research indicates that 

the opposite is often true of this sub-group (Baldry et al., 2003). 
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 In order to gain a sense of relativity, data from a comparison group (in this case, 

ex-prisoners from Baldry et al’s. (2003) study) were utilised. Baldry et al’s. 

(2003) study investigated the housing and social experiences of ex-prisoners in 

Australia, and involved pre-release interviews with 339 prisoners from Victoria (n 

= 145) and New South Wales (n = 194). The aim of the study was to provide an 

understanding of the housing needs and circumstances of persons being released 

from prisons in New South Wales and Victoria. Additionally, the study attempted 

to ascertain the importance of the type of accommodation, as well as other factors, 

on the success of resettlement of ex-prisoners, and to investigate the extent of 

program integration for ex-prisoners (Baldry et al., 2003). The sample of 

participants from the Baldry et al. (2003) study used as the comparison group in 

this evaluation, included 89 participants from Port Phillip Prison, Fulham 

Correctional Centre and Dame Phyllis Frost Centre.  

 Three months after being released, 50% of the relevant Baldry et al. (2003) 

sample were in stable accommodation, while on release, just over 48% of the 

Initiative’s sample were in such accommodation (the different time frames are due 

to disparate data collection procedures between the two studies). The rates of the 

groups were not different and, because the Initiative group was at a higher risk of 

homelessness than the Baldry et al. (2003) sample, this lack of difference is seen a 

positive indicator for the current Initiative.   

 Qualitative data indicated that 31% of participants who were clients of the Pilot 

Initiative reported that the transition from prison to the community would have 

been more difficult if they had not been involved in the program. Explanations 

provided by participants: having to face the prospect of homelessness, and 

attempting to make other housing arrangements. 

 

Although severely hampered by the previously detailed limitations of Office of Housing 

data on housing outcomes beyond those achieved on release, there are indications in the 

above (admittedly piecemeal) analyses that the Initiative is meeting the objective of 

reducing homelessness among this high risk / needs client sub-group. As is noted in text, 

however, conclusions in this regard are tentative because of the limited data available on 
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the housing trajectories of Office of Housing clients (as well as the short follow-up 

periods), and recommendations have been made in current and past Evaluation Reports 

about the need for a more systematic approach to the collection of client data in this 

Initiative.     

 

Objective #2: To improve the transitional experience of people exiting prison.  

 

Because this criterion is ‘process-based’, outcome data 
that speak on it have been primarily qualitative. 

However, it is this feature of the criterion that also 
made it particularly amenable to analysis alongside the 

best practice principles of: assessing risk, targeting 
relevant need, matching services to risk and needs 

levels, being responsive to a range of client sub-groups, 
and maintaining program integrity across workers and 

sites. These criteria will be applied when relevant. 
    

Data collected over the course of the evaluation indicate the following about this 

‘process-based’ criterion: 

 

 Over the course of the Pilot, many concerns were highlighted that related to 

process issues such as: whether risk of homelessness was being assessed with any 

validity, whether existing assessments were being used appropriately, interagency 

differences across practices that challenged the risk / matching principles, as well 

as program integrity, disparate referral practices and purposes, and the Initiative’s 

responsivity to particular client sub-groups. (Details of these concerns are 

documented in the text and the 40 Recommendations contained in prior Reports).   

 As detailed throughout this Report, it was apparent that, at the final stage of data 

collection, many of these concerns had been addressed by either Initiative or 

agency management. This level of reflexivity is to be commended and augers well 

for the Initiative in future.   
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 However, a number of concerns about the Initiative’s ability to improve the 

transitional experience for clients have been enduring, or only recently emerged, 

and these are reiterated here following positive indicators.     

 Ninety-five percent of participants (n = 40) reported feeling that the Initiative was 

tailored to suit their individual needs (pre-release participants were not asked this 

question). This reflects an appropriate level of responsivity.  

 Of the participants who received a property through the Initiative, 100% reported 

the perception that having a supportive relationship with their ISP had helped with 

their reintegration. 

 Approximately 95% of all recorded participant support needs were documented as 

met by ISP workers. The highest levels of reported client support needs were in 

the areas of: drug and alcohol issues, health concerns, living skills, budgeting, 

parole concerns and general counselling.  

 A substantial majority of participants reported that: they had received enough 

information about housing and supported services during their time in the 

program; they had an adequate understanding of the program structure; they 

received relevant information and advocacy immediately post-release (including 

assistance with Centrelink payments, organisation of bank account, food and 

clothing, etc); and they received enough assistance in engaging with appropriate 

support services in the community. 

 Among the eight revisited (follow-up) participants, six believed that their needs 

had changed during their time in the Initiative, and all six reported that their ISP 

worker had been responsive to these changes. Five of these eight ‘revisited 

participants’ reported the belief that they would not have been in their current 

(stable housing) position if the Initiative had included housing without a parallel 

support component. 

 

Although these data (alongside the quantitative results reported in relation to client 

outcomes) indicate that the Initiative is performing very well in terms of tailored ‘service 

delivery’ (and, it must be noted, increasingly well with every data collection stage), a 
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number of areas were apparent where program functioning could still be better aligned 

with Protocols and / or extant best practice principles.   

 

 The biggest current threat to the Initiative’s adherence to the risk, matching, 

integrity and responsivity principles, is the current assessment and selection 

process. There are two levels to this problem. First, the predictive validity of the 

Needs Assessment Tool has not been tested, and there are many worker concerns 

about its utility. Second, and as a result of the first, use and application of the Tool 

is piecemeal across locations. Although there is evidence that the disparate 

practices for assessing clients’ risk of post-release homelessness appear to be 

capturing a high risk sub-group of ex-prisoners, there is little doubt that a 

validated and consistently applied approach would increase the Initiative’s ability 

to identify and target a more consistently high risk group. Such a move would also 

align the Initiative with the aforementioned best practice principles.  

 Indeed, assessment procedures have been an issue from the outset of the Pilot, and 

there is no greater threat to the ability of the Initiative to improve the transitional 

experience of people exiting prison than the process that underlies program entry.  

 Workers have reported concerns regarding the perceived rigidity of property 

vacancy periods and how this affects client selection for THM-CHPI properties. 

In addition, procedural and substantive concerns about the collection and handling 

of information about clients’ mental health issues; and the clarity of pathways 

between (what should be) clearly related programs emerged as likely threats to the 

Initiative’s ability to adhere to the risk, integrity, and matching principles and 

thus, its ability to “improve the transitional experience of people exiting prison”.  

 

These issues notwithstanding, there is ample evidence above, and throughout this Report, 

that the Initiative is indeed meeting its objective of improving the transitional experience 

of people exiting prison. The challenge in this regard is to address the issues detailed 

immediately above (and in text) so that improvement in the Initiative’s performance in 

these crucial areas can continue.   
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Objective #3: To reduce the re-offending rate among people who achieve a positive 

housing outcome through the program (thus reducing prison numbers). 

 

Data with regard to the second of the Initiative’s primary outcome-based goals are as 

promising as one could expect with such a Pilot, and given the limitations of the data 

available. 

 

 Comparisons with the Victorian ex-prisoner population indicated that the 

proportion of re-incarcerated Consent participants (non-paroled) on follow-up, 

was lower than the proportion of Victorian (non-paroled) ex-prisoners who had 

been re-incarcerated two years post-release. However, it is noted that the Consent 

participants had been out of prison for an average of only nine months. Linear 

trends indicated that the proportion of re-incarceration among these participants is 

likely to rise at the equivalent two-year time frame. That said, this finding must be 

contextualised with the information that the Victorian ex-prisoner population is 

made up of non-paroled prisoners from all prison locations and all risk levels, and 

therefore this latter group would have significantly lower average risk (of 

homelessness) levels than the non-paroled Consent participants included in the 

recidivism analyses. Considering this, the lower rate of re-incarceration among 

the included Consent participants provides preliminary indicators of the 

Initiative’s success.   

 There was an association between participation in this Initiative and significantly 

reduced rates of re-incarceration. 

 Over 27% of the 85 Initiative Consent participants had re-offended at the three-

month follow up stage. In contrast, a significantly higher 45.9% of the Baldry et 

al. (2003) sample had re-offended at the same stage. 

 Participants in the Initiative Consent group were less likely than those in the 

Baldry et al. (2003) group to have been re-incarcerated at each of the follow up 

stages. 

 Although 52% of the Consent participants had re-offended by nine months post-

release, only 14.9% had been re-incarcerated. In comparison, half of the total 
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group of AHURI participants (Baldry et al., 2003) had returned to prison. This 

finding speaks directly on the Initiative’s potential to effect prison numbers, and 

qualitative data indicate that this finding is most likely due to advocacy by 

Initiative workers.  

 Qualitative data indicated that 45% of participants believed they would have re-

offended, (and been re-incarcerated), if they had not been involved in the 

program.  

 

Although the constraints on the size and nature of the Consent data sub-set must again be 

acknowledged, there are a range of indicators (presented above and more fully explicated 

in text) that suggest Initiative success on the above criterion. As is always the way 

however, procedural aspects of program delivery inevitably leak into substantive ones, 

and it is very likely that greater clarity regarding the above matter could be achieved if 

the program addressed aforementioned problems with data collection and collation, as 

well as inconsistencies in the risk assessment ‘intake’ stages. 

 

Objective #4:  To collect data on the housing needs of people exiting prisons to assist in 

quantifying the level and type of need among this under-researched group. 

 

 Many findings in relation to the above objective have been pre-empted with 

regard to earlier objectives.  However, they will be briefly reiterated here. 

 There are multiple indicators that current assessment tools and practices are 

divergent and not as efficient or effective as they should be. The relative 

persistence of these issues (albeit in different forms) only underlines the 

importance of addressing them, and Recommendations about them continue 

in this Final Evaluation Report.    

 Both workers and management personnel reported ongoing concerns about 

the data collection / collation process, however workers were positive about 

the updated data-training they had received and the progress being made in 

these areas.    
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 It is clear to the evaluators that issues regarding obtaining consent from 

participants to take part in the evaluation component of the Initiative 

impacted significantly on the sample size available for analysis, its 

representativeness, the amount of follow-up data obtained, and the 

conclusions that could be drawn from the evaluation. 

 The concerns in relation to assessment, data collection, the passing on of 

information, and client selection filter through to all stages of the Initiative. 

Aside from compromising the Initiative’s performance on this fourth 

objective, such concerns threaten the program’s efficacy (and its ability to 

measure same), efficiency, and adherence to the risk, matching, integrity, 

responsivity and evaluation principles.  

 

Although there are ample data and analyses throughout this Report that indicate the 

Initiative is going some way towards meeting this final objective (and delineating 

further between particular sub-groups of the ex-prisoner population), it must be 

noted that it is this final objective that the program is currently performing least 

well on.   

 

With regard to the primary Initiative goals of reducing homelessness and re-

offending among its client group, data (although inconclusive at this early stage) 

indicate that the Initiative shows some promise of achieving such goals. Re-offending 

rates among this highly recidivistic group (Consent participants) were lower than 

those from the Victorian (non-paroled) prison population. The proportion of all 

Initiative participants who had attained post-release stable housing was similar to 

those who obtained stable housing in the AHURI comparison group (who were at a 

much lower average risk of homelessness than the program group). Although small 

numbers and relatively short follow-up times make such trends difficult to base 

conclusions on, it is apparent that there is ample potential being shown by the 

Initiative in these important areas at this early stage.            
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Before concluding this Final Evaluation Report, it is first necessary to again adopt a 

wider lens in the analysis.  When evaluating the performance of a large enterprise such as 

the THM-CHPI in relation to its stated objectives, it is easy to lose sight of the array of 

secondary achievements (or what many evaluators refer to as ‘artefacts’) that often 

emerge along the course of such a Pilot. Many of these are unquantifiable, but they form 

a significant part of an Initiative’s contribution to an area of work. With an Initiative that 

sets about to link sectors that were previously quite disparate, such achievements are 

often not immediately visible, and this only makes them more important to be 

acknowledged in such a forum.  

 

Although it does not attest to be exhaustive, Table Forty-One (below) provides a list of 

achievements that have become apparent via numerous interviews and meetings with the 

range of stakeholders involved (at various stages of the Initiative), the collection, 

collation and analysis of quantitative data, and the evaluation team’s own observations of 

the clients, workers, participants, structures, agencies, and processes involved in this 

significant undertaking.     
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Table Forty-One: A selection of the major achievements of the THM-CHPI.  
 
 The design, construction and ongoing modification of a cross-disciplinary re-

integrative Initiative, that crosses the traditional boundaries of the correctional and 
housing sectors, is consistent with relevant empirically validated best practice 
principles for working with offenders and ex-prisoners, and aims to address 
homelessness and recidivism is notable in and of itself.  

 The Initiative’s existence represents a formal governmental acknowledgment of 
the needs of this high risk client group, and of the collaborative and continuous 
approach required to address these needs.  

 Two historically disparate sectors of government have been linked to provide a 
‘Joined Up’ Initiative, and the (ongoing) negotiation and management of 
traditional bureaucratic, policy and philosophical differences represents a 
significant achievement and challenge.  

 Initiative management adopted a consultative and collaborative approach from the 
outset, and this resulted in the construction of informed and relevant protocols to 
guide agency practice within the Initiative.  

 The Initiative acknowledged the unique needs of women ex-prisoners by 
involving housing / support agencies with expertise in this area.  

 The need to accompany the provision of housing with ongoing support was 
acknowledged in the Initiative’s structure.   

 The Initiative improved awareness and interagency communication within the 
housing sector, particularly with regards to client groups with previously high 
levels of unmet need.  

 More formal mechanisms were put in place to assess risk of homelessness among 
people leaving prison, and four housing-related items were inserted into the 
standardised PIMS assessment tool. 

 Policy relating to Segmented Waiting List applications was altered to allow clients 
to be placed on the list from the date of their initial contact with Housing 
Placement Workers.   

 The Initiative contributed to the development of better relationships, higher levels 
of understanding, and more coherent lines of communication between the 
correctional service system and housing workers / agencies. 

 The Initiative increased links between housing / welfare agencies and specialist 
support services (ie drug and alcohol, unemployment and mental health services). 

 As a result of the Initiative, community-based housing workers provide more 
individualised services to prisoners in order to better prepare them for release. 

 Links between Indigenous, correctional, and housing services have been 
strengthened.  

 The Initiative has improved communication between housing agencies and the 
Adult Parole Board (APB), resulting in the APB becoming more aware of both 
the Initiative’s role, and the significant ramifications of particular release dates for 
prisoners. 

 The Initiative reduced the level of demand on other housing services. 
 The Initiative overcame geographical barriers in an effort to assist individuals 

outside of Metropolitan Melbourne. 



 

 285

 The Initiative shows due consideration of central issues such as: timely 
assessment of housing and recidivism risk, identification of criminogenic and 
housing-related needs, the enhancement of factors that maximise the Initiative’s 
responsivity to particular client sub-groups, and balancing program integrity 
concerns with the need to allow service providers suitable levels of professional 
discretion in their work with particular ex-prisoner sub-groups. 

 The Initiative put in place mechanisms that are consistent with the notions of 
floating care, continuity of services, and adequate housing information provision 
at the pre-release stage, with a focus on participant acquisition of competencies, 
external supports and maximum opportunities to live a different kind of life.  

 Informed and collaborative revision of the original data collection and collation 
methods took place, and subsequent worker training was delivered in the revised 
approaches. 

 Initiative participants showed a re-offending rate that was not significantly 
different from a much lower risk comparison group. 

 Initiative involvement was related to a lowered rate of re-incarceration among 
participants (relative to the comparison group). 

 Initiative involvement was related to an increased proportion of participants being 
in stable accommodation post-release (compared to pre-incarceration rates of 
stable housing). 

 Initiative participants indicated a highly positive perception of the program. This 
included positive views of the program structure, the nature of support provision, 
and the support workers themselves. 

 Many participants reported that Initiative involvement had assisted them to make 
positive changes in their lives. A vast majority reported that, without the program, 
they would have been more likely to be homeless, to be using illicit substances, 
and / or involved in other crime. 

 Initiative workers reported that their presence and advocacy work in court 
appeared to contribute to favourable client outcomes.   

 The Initiative enlisted an independent evaluation team that has worked alongside 
Initiative management, Pilot providers and program participants to highlight 
threats to program efficacy and suggest ways to address these at three points 
during the Pilot. The evaluation also highlighted positive directions of the 
Initiative in terms of existing processes and related outcomes, and suggestions 
were made in efforts to enhance such practices.  

 Initiative management have been responsive to the content and recommendations 
in the Preliminary and Interim Evaluation Reports, and many aspects of the 
Initiative have been improved as a result of these timely revisions and 
enhancements.  
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Along the course of the three evaluation stages, a large number of recommendations 

have been made that were aimed at maximising the Initiative’s adherence to such 

principles. It must be noted that, in most cases, such recommendations have been 

acted on in a timely way by Initiative management.  As a result of this 

responsiveness, at the end of the Pilot period, the Initiative has numerous structures 

and procedures in place that maximise its potential to have an impact on its 

variables of interest. It also must be noted that another useful indicator of a new 

Initiative’s progress is whether the number of Recommendations in Evaluation 

Reports submitted during the course of the Pilot grows or diminishes. In this case, 

the latter is most certainly the case and this bodes well for the Initiative’s future. 

 

Conclusion 

 

At this concluding stage, it is important to document that, given the nature of the 

results obtained (relative to all stated objectives), the progress of the Initiative in 

terms of infrastructure, coordination and cooperation, the preparedness of staff and 

management to react to identified challenges in a timely manner, the Initiative’s 

adherence to relevant best practice principles, and its achievements in relation to the 

four primary objectives, it is the opinion of the evaluation team that this Pilot has 

indeed achieved its objectives and holds significant potential to exceed these in the 

future. It must be noted however, that this potential is unlikely to be realised if the 

recommendations contained in this Final Evaluation Report are not adopted.  
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Recommendations 
 

1. It is recommended that management consider opening dialogue with Port Phillip 

Prison in relation to reinstating a screening process for referrals to the HPW at this 

prison, as this would provide another screening level at this high volume location. 

This would increase the efficiency of the referral process, and would also increase the 

potential of the Initiative to target and address the needs of the intended client group. 

One avenue to achieve this would be to re-instate the HLO position at Port Phillip 

Prison, and for this HLO to administer the PIMS HPW assessment (which would 

operate as the initial screening tool) and to make referrals based on these scores, as 

occurs at Fulham Correctional Centre (page 117). 

 

2. It is recommended that Initiative management establish protocols regarding obtaining 

client consent to investigate (wherever possible / appropriate) the mental health issues 

of potential clients (page 130). 

 

3. It is recommended that Initiative management develop guidelines relating to which 

worker position is best placed, and therefore responsible for collecting available 

information regarding the mental health issues of potential Initiative participants 

(page 131). 

 

4. It is recommended that Initiative management consider investigating the possibility of 

incorporating a mental health assessment, conducted by existing psychologists or 

mental health professionals within the three prison locations. This assessment would 

only be conducted on those established as otherwise suitable for the Initiative 

properties, and would provide a measure of the mental health needs of participants. It 

would also allow housing workers to make more informed decisions about the 

possible impact of these needs on the potential client’s capacity to maintain 

independent living, enabling ISPs to plan adequate post-release support (page 133). 
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5. It is recommended that Initiative management discuss ways in which clear and 

accessible referral pathways into other Joined-Up Initiatives and community mental 

health services can be established for Initiative participants. The extent of cohesion 

and cooperation between this Initiative and mental health services is not at 

appropriate levels at present (page 134).  

 

6. It is recommended that Initiative management open dialogue with workers regarding 

the extent of offending information required, and the most appropriate process to 

access / provide this information to ISPs, in order to address worker concerns about 

their safety while supporting participants (page 136). 

 

7. It is recommended that management consider extending the support period option to 

allow for continued support once the participants enter long-term housing.  Data 

indicate that this extension is not needed for every client, but could be done on a 

discretionary basis by workers. Such a system could be achieved if each ISP agency 

were allocated a percentage of clients that they could extend their support for. In this 

way, responsivity and continuity of care could also be enhanced (page 227). 

 

8. It is recommended that Initiative management further consider the possibility of 

constructing a universal pamphlet, detailing aims and processes of the Initiative, to 

provide to participants upon entry into the program. This could be used in conjunction 

with HPW and ISP information provision (page 259). 

 

9. It is recommended that a standardised protocol be put in place for workers to request 

consent from each program participant to take part in the ongoing evaluation process, 

and that each request be documented. This would facilitate future evaluation 

activities, and minimise the potential for a truncated sample of participants being 

approached to provide consent. It is suggested that such requests would ideally be 

made at the HPW stage (page 283). 
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10. It is recommended that Initiative management continue to monitor the issues relating 

to worker data collection, collation and reporting. This is particularly pressing given 

the high turnover of staff in some Initiative positions and the clear need for future 

monitoring of Initiative functioning.  This may be facilitated by continuing the 

practice of holding Data Training Days for workers and regular audits of agency 

monthly reports (page 289). 

 

11. As has been apparent throughout the duration of the Pilot, a complex multi-site 

undertaking such as the THM-CHPI holds much potential for practices to evolve 

beyond the Protocols, and for Protocols to become outdated and irrelevant. Given 

this reality, and the potential the Pilot is showing to achieve its goals, it is 

recommended that Initiative management give due consideration to maintaining an 

ongoing ‘monitoring evaluation’ into the design and funding model, that measures the 

Initiative’s performance regarding both the correctional and housing objectives (page 

289). 
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