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INTRODUCTION
How can we improve the lives of those who are homeless or 
living in vulnerable and insecure housing? 

The Hothouses for Innovation initiative is a partnership 
between Crisis and the Dartington Service Design Lab (or ‘The 
Lab’). Crisis is a national charity for homeless people. It helps 
people directly out of homelessness and campaigns for the 
changes needed to solve it altogether. Crisis’ ultimate aim is to 
eradicate homelessness. The Lab is an independent charity 
that re-imagine the way services and public systems are 
designed and delivered in order to improve the lives of children, 
families and communities. The Lab have been commissioned 
by Crisis to undertake the Hothouse for Innovation initiative: a 
service design project aimed at improving outcomes for those 
who might benefit from Crisis support. 
The initiative will bring together – in facilitated design 
workshops - those who deliver the service and Crisis members 
who use the service. Together, staff and Crisis members will. 

1. Identify and agree priority challenges
October 2017

2. Design and trial innovations to tackle the 
priority challenges
March 2018

3. Rigorously test and adapt innovations
Ongoing 2018 - 2019

THE CHALLENGE WORKSHOP 
Crisis staff and members came together with key partners 
over the course of a full-day workshop. The goals of the 
workshop were to (a) gather insight about what it is like to be 
homeless in Oxford and what it was like to deliver and receive 
the Crisis service; (b) use these insights to develop a long-list 
of challenges experienced by people facing homelessness and 
those working to support people facing homelessness and; 
(c) reframe the challenges as questions before voting for a 
shortlist of priority challenges that Crisis could address. 
The session did not explore solutions or innovations. It 
is essential, before moving on to consider any solutions, 
to explore and obtain some consensus about the biggest 
challenges faced by Crisis members and staff. This sequencing 
helps ensure that innovations and ideas are developed in 
response to the agreed priority challenge. 

Please note: the workshop agenda and design activities can be 

found in the appendix. 

WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS  
There were around 18 Crisis staff, 12 Crisis members and 8 
partner organisations (see appendix for a list of partners). The 
session was facilitated by the Dartington Service Design Lab: 
Kate Tobin, Service Design Specialist; Tim Hobbs, Lab Director; 
Ben Hartridge, Researcher; Maria Portugal, Communications 
and Design Specialist.

PRIORITY CHALLENGES

In selection of priority challenges, teams were asked to reflect 
on the following questions:

1. Is this challenge important to you?

2. Is there agreement that it is important to others? 

3. Is it something Crisis can reasonably be expected to 
address? 

The following challenges selected by the teams are ranked in 
order of the votes received from all workshop participants at 
the end of the day.
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1. How can Crisis better support those who are actively 
struggling with alcohol and drug addiction and/or with 
significant mental health difficulties but are unable to 
come into the building to access services? 

Rationale: 
Crisis Skylight Oxford operates a building-based model with 
a range of classes and 1:1 coaching sessions provided on 
the premises. The Skylight has a zero-tolerance policy when 
it comes to alcohol and drug use. If someone is under the 
influence they are not allowed into the building. There are 
good reasons for this policy; zero-tolerance creates a safe 
and welcoming space for other members, particularly those 
who are themselves recovering from addiction and would 
find and it difficult to be around people under the influence. 
As a consequence, members with more severe and complex 
needs are unable to fully access support from Crisis. 
In an effort to support those with significant difficulties 
who are unable to access support in the Crisis building, 
Crisis Skylight Oxford has recently trialled innovations in 
their outreach approach. It will be useful to reflect on the 
difficulties, successes and emerging lessons surrounding the 
Oxford outreach approach.

2. How can Crisis better identify, engage and meet the 
needs of rough sleepers? 

Rationale:
The number of rough sleepers in Oxford was raised as a 
concern. Questions were asked about whether the Crisis 
Skylight Oxford is reaching sufficient numbers of rough 
sleepers; it is felt that Crisis underserves rough sleepers 
relative to the size of local need. 
Several reasons for this were proposed: the Skylight may 
be perceived as largely an arts centre and therefore not 
suitable for the needs of rough sleepers; and the building-
based model makes it more difficult to engage with rough 
sleepers who are unable to access the building (for reasons 
illustrated above). Staff would like to develop and apply their 
skills to provide support to those with complex and severe 
needs, particularly around drug use. 
An additional barrier is that the outreach team in Oxford 
require rough sleepers to be ‘verified’; this means someone 
has to be observed to be sleeping rough. There is a concern 
that people who are rough sleeping are not picked up for 
several days before they are ‘verified’ and so go longer 
without receiving necessary support.  

3. How do we reach people before they become homeless 
who don’t necessarily perceive themselves as homeless?

Rationale: 
This relates to concerns regarding Crisis’ approach to 
prevention and how Crisis could better identify and support 
the ‘hidden homeless’. This was illustrated by one member’s 
first experience with Crisis. The member waited until they 
had become homeless before going to access the Crisis 
services, rather than going to seek support and guidance 
before it happened. Others in similarly vulnerable housing 
situations may not see themselves as being ‘homeless’ and 
so do not access the service.
A name like Crisis can be misleading for those unfamiliar 
with the service. This misperception was cited a number 
of times during the persona exercise (see appendix for 
further details) as a reason someone might not engage 
with Crisis. Some staff also expressed a feeling that other 
homeless services have a stronger presence in local media 
around Oxford. It was felt some advertising has led to 
a misconception of Crisis among potential members as 
publicity tends to centre on the stories of members with 
whom the public are expected to empathise. This means 
people experiencing hidden homelessness and other groups 
such as refugees, asylum seekers and people who are sofa-
surfing might not be aware that they are eligible for Crisis’ 
support. 

4. How can Crisis translate member experiences of 
homelessness and empower members to shape local 
policy changes? 

Rationale: 
The voice and subsequent influence of those who have 
experienced homelessness (i.e. ‘expertise by experience’) 
is felt to be missing from the policy making process. 
Importantly, Oxford City Council have expressed 
commitment in working closely with voluntary sector 
partners to effectively address homelessness. As such 
there is considerable scope here for innovation around this 
challenge. Staff and members discussed how member 
experiences (and the experiences of others facing 
homelessness) could and should directly shape local policy. 
The engagement process would need to ensure member 
experiences led to a tangible change; feedback mechanisms 
shouldn’t just be lip service. It’s about empowering members 
and creating a direct line to influence and shape local policy 
decisions and initiatives. Examples from elsewhere can be 
found within the Fulfilling Lives Expert by Experience group 
supported by the Big Lottery Fund. 

5. How can Crisis create the conditions that would enable 
members to give quality feedback about the service that 
would lead to a meaningful change? / How can Crisis 
create the conditions for meaningful member-driven 
design? 

Rationale:
Crisis Skylight Oxford run regular coffee mornings to obtain 
member feedback about the service. There are also Crisis 
member conferences such as the ‘Have Your Say Day’ 
during which members shared their ideas about how to 
end homelessness. Members are also regularly asked to 
complete evaluation forms following their classes. 

2 CHALLENGES RANKED IN ORDER OF VOTES 
RECEIVED 



However, staff expressed some concerns about the 
usefulness of feedback gathered from Crisis members. 
Overall, members’ feedback about the Crisis service tends 
to be very positive and doesn’t often highlight opportunities 
for change and improvement. What adaptations to existing 
process could enable members to give feedback that 
identifies areas for change? 

6. How can Crisis shift more resource and effort towards 
a prevention model that stops homelessness before it 
occurs? 

Rationale:
Crisis as an organisation has tried to push prevention of 
homelessness onto the political agenda. Crisis seeks to 
eradicate homelessness. However, the majority of the work 
carried about by Crisis Skylight Oxford is focused on creating 
pathways out of homelessness. A question emerged around 
the suitability of Skylight eligibility criteria and its focus 
on those at risk of homelessness, those who are currently 
experiencing homelessness, or those with a recent history 
of homelessness. 

Can Crisis do more do prevent homelessness before it 
occurs? This might involve re-thinking existing engagement 
strategies and the nature of support provided. 

7. How can we better engage and support young people?  

Rationale: 
It was felt there were few young people involved with Crisis 
Skylight Oxford (although numbers are to be checked). 
Several reasons were suggested: there may be more funded 
educational opportunities available for those under 25 
compared with the older population (although these might 
not be suitable for those young people with especially 
complex needs); young people do not perceive the Crisis 
service as being for them after visiting the premises; young 
people may be less likely to experience homelessness due 
to involvement with statutory services (although there was 
questions as to whether this was really the case with care 
leavers, for instance). 

8. How can we challenge and change public perceptions of 
homelessness? 

Rationale: 
Staff felt there was a vacuum of knowledge about the 
causes of homelessness amongst the public. In fact, it was 
felt some of the stories used in Crisis publicity perpetrated 
the belief that homelessness was due to poor individual 
choices rather than systemic barriers beyond the control 
of the individual. This observation overlaps with work 
commissioned by Crisis and carried out by the Frameworks 
Institute and also led to further concerns amongst the team 
about violence and potential exploitation experienced by 
rough sleepers. 

9. How can we do more to support members with physical 
disabilities or cognitive impairments to engage with the 
service? 

Rationale: 
Crisis Skylight Oxford was described by one member as 
‘semi-accessible’ for those with disabilities. It was argued 
there could be further work done to make the building and 
classes more accessible to those with additional needs (e.g. 
wheelchair uses, members with autism and Asperger’s etc.). 

10. How do we promote partnership working across the 
public and voluntary sector to better support those with 
complex needs experiencing homelessness? 

Rationale:
One of the partnership organisations felt it was only 
possible for them to offer support to those facing 
homelessness following the more intensive support by 
Crisis. Others felt the withdrawal or changes in another 
organisation had a ripple effect that could limit people’s 
access or support.

11. How can we redesign the induction process, 
specifically the first contact form, to encourage 
engagement and minimise risk of drop-out? 

Rationale: 
There is a concern that the First Contact Form completed 
upon enrolment is too long and too personal, and puts 
people off from coming back. We do not know whether 
this is actually the case. It was also made clear that the 
First Contact Form is a lower priority for the Hothouse for 
Innovation initiative and perhaps not the best use of those 
resources. 
There might, however, be a more general challenge around 
the information required before potential members can 
access the service, and how the service is introduced, 
that could help maximise engagement in the future. In 
the Experience Map session (see appendix) there was a 
discussion about whether the current induction process 
confused members or helped open their eyes to the 
possibilities of working with Crisis. Staff mentioned that 
if someone is coming for housing advice and they get told 
about art classes it might create confusion about who Crisis 
is actually for and what it does. This might be compounded 
by different people giving the tour each time, which allows 
for flexibility, but perhaps produces some inconsistency in 
how the Skylight is introduced. One staff member observed 
that the most likely drop-out point was after the initial 
induction period. This requires further sense checking by 
others and against the data, but remains an important 
observation. For example, once members are through the 
door, how to you help maintain engagement after the initial 
induction period? 

3 12. How can we assist members to receive support from 
multiple Crisis Skylights? 

Rationale: 
This challenge was proposed by one member who can drive 
and wanted to travel to the other Skylights for support. 
The Lab are also aware that the Crisis team in London 
have provided support for members travelling from other 
Skylights to arrange their passports (e.g. London staff have 
met members from the train after being sent by another 
Skylight). This is a particularly important point as due to the 
lack of housing options in Oxford and the ‘local connections’ 
policy. 

DRAFT RISK MAP 1.0

The following diagram represents a basic ‘risk map’. It 
illustrates the factors that can increase the risk of 
homelessness; further compound adverse experiences of 
those who are homeless and; details (some of) the barriers 
that could prevent those from seeking support from Crisis. 
It has been pulled together following conversations at the 
Oxford Challenge Workshop. It is a ‘strawman’ open to 
critique and change from staff, members and partners in 
Oxford.

SYSTEMIC BARRIERS/RISKS

Benefit Reforms
i.e. Sanctions; little or no entitlements for those from outside the 

UK

Lack of affordable quality, housing
Landlords unwilling/reluctant to accept those in receipt of 
housing benefits
Limited/poor housing support for those leaving prison (and 
financial support)
Limited/poor housing support for care leavers 
(and financial support)
‘Local connections’ policy 
Absence of members voice to shape policy and local 
practice

INDIVIDUAL BARRIERS/RISKS 

Bereavement
Relationship breakdown
Physical and mental ill health 
Substance misuse issues
Lose of employment /reduction in hours
Domestic violence abuse 
Debt ( + debt collectors )

ADDED RISK FACTORS FOR THE ROUGH 
SLEEPING

Winter
Hostile environmental designs 
i.e. spikes in doorways; single chairs, rather than benches; noise 

and light deterrents  
Criminalisation or rough sleepers 
i.e. fines; violence from public and threats

Exploitation
Theft of belongings 

BARRIERS TO ACCESSING TO CRISIS

Perception that the building is an ‘arts place’
Zero tolerance policy
Staff Expertise in supporting people around severe and 
complex needs and drug misuse
“Semi-accessible” to those with disabilities 
Lack of local awareness about Crisis 
Not much outreach work is conducted by the Skylight
Not a mental health service
Misconception/confusion about whether the service is 
accessible to those in vulnerable housing
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APPENDICES 

CHALLENGE TIMETABLE

 Morning session 10am - 1pm
Participants: Crisis members and staff

SETTING THE SCENE 
Why are we here? What is the Hothouse for Innovation 
initiative? 

GATHERING INSIGHT FROM MEMBERS AND STAFF
Persona exercise: Reflect on the needs and interests of those 
that could benefit from Crisis 
Experience map: Plot the journey of members through the 
Crisis service 

BREAK (15 minutes)

THE CHALLENGES FROM MEMBERS AND STAFF
Develop long-list of challenges that Crisis could address 
Refine to shortlist of challenges based on those that are the 
most important 

The vote

LUNCH (1 hour)

Afternoon session 2 - 4pm
Participants: Staff and partners 

Brief scene setting for partners
Re-cap of workshop aims 
Feedback on challenges so far 

THE CHALLENGES FROM PARTNERS 
Develop long-list of challenges that Crisis could address
Refine to shortlist of challenges based on those that are the 
most important 

FINAL REFLECTIONS 
Vote from partners and other staff
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NON-PRIORITISED CHALLENGES

Other challenges were identified but not selected as priority 
challenges. There were also challenges mentioned prior to 
the workshops during staff sessions but not raised again 
during the workshop. For completeness these non-prioritised 
challenges are listed below. 

How can Crisis work in partnership with the public, voluntary 
and private sector to identify, create or find alternative solu-
tions to the lack of affordable, quality housing in Oxford? 

Rationale: 
A lack of affordable, quality housing was identified as a key 
system barrier facing Crisis members in Oxford. Staff argued 
that the problem is driven by the large student population and 
lack of social housing in the area. A further difficulty is that 
very few landlords accept housing benefit. Oxford is described 
as “the least affordable city in the UK” and sometimes staff 
have recommended to (potential) members that they might be 
better off starting somewhere else. 
It was recognised however that a lack of affordable social 
housing was too large a challenge for the Crisis Skylight Oxford 
to address alone as part of the Hothouses for Innovation 
initiative. There may, however, be opportunities to innovate 
around some of the driving factors. 

How can Crisis Skylight Oxford increase member engage-
ment in the café training scheme? 

Rationale: 
The café training scheme in Oxford has never operated at full 
capacity. Staff advised there were job opportunities in Oxford. 
This might partially explain the low demand for café volunteer 
placements. 

WORKSHOP BRIEFING Homeless people face discrimination on multiple fronts, 
which lead to a series of related sub-challenges.
a. How can Crisis prevent landlords from refusing to rent to 
those on housing benefits, or those whose current address 
is a hostel? How can Crisis encourage landlords to accept 
tenants on housing benefits and/or with a past history of 
homelessness?
b. How can Crisis make it easier for members to gain 
employment when they have no fixed address?
c. How can we protect people sleeping rough from violence? 

How can Crisis address local animosity towards those people 
who come from outside Oxford and the difficulties they face 
accessing services if they do not have a ‘local connection’? 

The ‘local connection’ policy in Oxford was developed in 
response to the high levels of demand placed on services. It 
lists a range of criteria to determine whether the individual has 
a local connection to Oxford before they can access services. 
Crisis are one of the few organisations in Oxford that do not 
require a local connection to be established before they are 
able to access the service. 

How can Crisis address the negative consequences that 
have emerged from budget cuts and competitive tender-
ing, for example: reluctance to work together in case ideas 
and contracts are stolen; uncertainty amongst those facing 
homelessness as to whether the service is going to be there 
in a few months’ time, and; service delivery becoming about 
meeting targets, rather than providing the right support.

a. How can Crisis develop new partnerships and foster 
partnership working across Oxford to achieve more holistic 
support for people facing homelessness? 
b. How can Crisis work with partners to foster innovation 
when services become so focused on delivering to the contract 
specification that they don’t have the time or space to explore 
and test new ideas? 

GATHERING INSIGHT: PERSONA EXERCISE 

Personas are fictional characters that could potentially 
benefit from Crisis’ support. Teams made up of Crisis staff 
and members developed meaningful  characters grounded in 
their direct experience of working with and supporting those 
facing homelessness, and based on their own experiences of 
homelessness. 

The personas performed several functions: 

(1) Generation of insights to inform service design. Personas 
enabled teams to explore why different types of individuals 
may or may not engage with the Crisis service.

(2) A useful method to prototype the characteristics and needs of 

different sub-groups that could benefit more effectively from 
the service. Personas provide a starting point to map out what 
works best for whom and under what circumstances. 

(3) Multiple personas demonstrate there are many different types 

of Crisis members. There is no such thing as a ‘typical’ Crisis 
member. Homelessness can happen for a range of systemic 
and/or individual reasons that require tailored supports and 
engagement strategies. 

(4) Provides a layer of protection for existing members. Personas 
allowed teams to explore the needs and interests of fictional 
Crisis members that did not require personal disclosures from 
existing members. 
The next section provides some examples of the fictional 
characters that were developed in teams. 
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PERSONA 1. ROSIE 

Age: 32
Gender: Female
Ethnicity: Hispanic
Living Situation: Rosie has been living in some friends’ two-bedroom 
flat for the last 6 weeks. She was only meant to say for one night. The 
friends are getting worried, as their rent agreement specifies only two 
people are allowed to live in the flat. The landlord does not know Rosie 
is staying there and the friends are risking their tenancy. 

My situation
- Rosie recently separated from her partner.
- Rosie is drinking heavily – much more than her friends realise. 
Previously, her alcohol use (while heavy for the last 5-6 years) was 
manageable, but has begun to spiral since her relationship breakdown. 
- She is currently working full-time in retail, but has received two 
disciplinaries for poor performance. She is often coming into work 
hungover. She feels guilty and tries to overcompensate but will make 
mistakes throughout the day that need to be corrected by her 
colleagues. Her work knows about the recent relationship breakdown 
and are sympathetic (to an extent). They are talking about moving her 
onto a zero-hours contract. 
- Rosie feels paranoid about over-extending her welcome with friends 
and things are becoming tense at the flat. However, she has nowhere 
else to go. She does not have any family that live in the area. 
- Rosie is at a critical point where things could get significantly worse 
with her housing situation and employment. 
- The flat is two-bedroom; Rosie has been sleeping on the couch. It’s 
very small, and overcrowded. 
- The friends’ tenancy is at risk as their tenancy only allows two people 
to live in the property. If the landlord finds out there is another person 
living in the flat they are all at risk of eviction. 

My interests and goals
- She is very opinionated and outspoken, although she doesn’t know 
what to do next. 

My skills
- She has a BA Hons. 
- She has worked in retail for many years, and done sessional work in 
various bars, restaurants and festivals. 

Service involvement 
- None. 

Reason for me to engage with Crisis
- Her friends might find out about Crisis 
- She needs someone to talk to about her relationship breakdown. 
- She needs something to do that doesn’t involve alcohol. 
- She needs guidance and advice about her employment rights. 

Reason for me not to engage with Crisis
- She knows her housing situation is vulnerable, but she is not 
homeless, so she doesn’t see the service as being for her.   

Relationship Map
- Rosie has a few friends from past jobs. 
- She has no family in the area. 
- She’s recently broken up with her partner of 4 years. They are not on 
good terms. 

REFLECTIONS
Rosie reflects an important segment of the ‘hidden homeless’ 
population. It also highlights an important barrier - friends who help 
those currently homeless - in some circumstances, put their own 
tenancy at risk due to the terms and conditions of their tenancy. 

PERSONA 2. ANGELA 

Age: 19 
Gender: Female
Ethnicity: British 
Living Situation: She has lived in Oxford her whole life. Angela was 
recently barred from the young person’s hostel for stealing from 
a staff member. At the moment, she is both sofa-surfing, and 
occasionally rough sleeping (although because of her age, workshop 
participants questioned whether she would be ‘allowed’ to rough 
sleep). 

My situation
- Angela starting using drugs when she was 13 and first tried heroin at 
16. Her boyfriend at the time was a drug dealer. He would pay Angela 
to hide drugs in her mum’s house. Her mum found them, and Angela 
was kicked out. 
- She moved in with her boyfriend. It was fun at first, but then they 
started to fight all the time and she left the flat. She didn’t have 
anywhere to go, but couldn’t be around him anymore. 
- Angela needs a lot of structure. 
- Difficulties with her mother. 
- She self-harms, and has a borderline eating disorder. 
 
My interests and goals
- The team didn’t list any. 

My skills
- She has never had a job. 
- She left school with no/few qualifications. 
- She has attended, but not completed, a number of college courses. 

Service involvement 
- There are a lot of services around her 
- Several people have restraining orders against her. 
- She is known to the police, with intelligence that she is involved in 
organised crime, specifically the distribution of illicit substances. 
- She has a history of custodial sentences. 
- She is well known to the Department for Work and Pensions; she’s 
been on benefits her entire adult life 
- She receives a prescription for methadone from her GP, which she 
collects at the pharmacy. 

Reason for me to engage with Crisis
- First heard about Crisis through the hostel 
- She was placed on a living order that specified she must seek 
support from Crisis 
- She is motivated to see her daughter and it would help her case with 
social services if she began to engage with the classes on offer at 
Crisis. 
- She wants somewhere to go and to have a sense of purpose. 

Reason for me not to engage with Crisis
- There is (for very good reasons) a zero-tolerance policy at Crisis – so 
Angela would be unable to access support if under the influence. 
- She doesn’t have the emotional maturity or communication skills to 
express what she wants with staff. 
- Angela’s needs are incredibly complex. staff may not have the 
training and expertise to provide sufficient support. 
- The team felt that it would be another 5-6 years before someone like 
Angela would seek support from Crisis. 
- She doesn’t see anywhere her age at Crisis, so doesn’t really see the 
service as for someone her age

Relationship Map
- She has a long history of conflict with her peers. 
- Volatile relationship with (ex-)boyfriend 
- Difficult relationship with mother 
- Not allowed to see her daughter 

9 REFLECTIONS
There are few Crisis members who have a similar profile to Angela. 
One team member reflected Angela may seek support from Crisis five 
to six years down the line. Another team member commented, 
“Someone like Angela has lived 60 years in six”. There were a number 
important of characteristics the team considered.

(1) Angela’s gender. There are fewer women than men who use Crisis’ 
services. This led to a couple of questions (a) Are Crisis (in Oxford) 
less able to identify and support women who are homeless? and; (b) 
What do women’s vulnerable housing situations look like compared 
with men which makes them less visible? 

(2) Angela’s age. The team felt there were more services, and 
specifically more funded educational opportunities, open to young 
people aged 25 and under. This may be one of the reasons why fewer 
younger people seek support from Crisis. There was, however, doubt 
about whether the college classes (despite being strongly advocated 
by several of the agencies around Angela) would really be suitable 
and flexible enough to meet her needs, especially as Angela has been 
unable to complete the courses she’s attended so far. 

(3) Angela’s needs. The complexity of Angela’s needs led staff to 
question whether Crisis had the skills and expertise to sufficiently 
support Angela or whether she would initially need support from 
more specialist teams before working with Crisis. 

PERSONA 3. MATT

Age: 50
Gender: Male  
Ethnicity: British 
Living Situation: About to be evicted from private rented property 

My situation
- He has been unable to pay his rent. His sick pay has recently come to 
an end. He’ll be evicted shortly and doesn’t have anywhere else to stay. 
- He has been diagnosed with severe depression and anxiety. 
- He has chronic back-pain from an old sports injury but it has recently 
become unbearable. He finds it difficult to walk any distance. 
- He had previously been a very active person and feels like he’s lost a 
big part of his identity because he’s unable to play any sports. 
- He’s resentful about being unable to get any help. 
- He’s very isolated and unable to leave the house. Previously, Matt 
had numerous friends through sporting activities but a lot of them 
have fallen away over the years. 
- Although sporting culture has become better in recent years in 
recognising and supporting those with mental health difficulties, it 
was a very different environment while Matt was involved. There 
was considerable stigma and misconceptions around mental health 
difficulties. 
 
My interests and goals
- He’s previously enjoyed cycling, rowing and football. He hasn’t 
participated in any of these things in the last few years. 
- He wants to get healthy – mentally and physically. 

My skills
- He has a Masters in engineering and worked for many years at 
EGEER company. 

Service involvement 
- ‘Work can be brutal’. He lacks union support at work. He needs 
legal advice but doesn’t know where to get it. - He has tried to claim 
benefits (but didn’t qualify?) 
- He’s received 6 CBT sessions. 
- He’s been prescribed various types and dosages of anti-depressants. 
- He’s ‘gotten looped’. He’s been referred back and forth a few times 
amongst the mental health teams, GP and others. 
- He appears to have been given conflicting diagnoses. One team have 
identified him as having a borderline personality disorder. 

Reason for me to engage with Crisis
- There is a ‘healthier philosophy’ at Crisis when it comes to mental 
health. 
- He wants to use the drop-in computer room – it’s a small, simple, 
practical thing that he can immediately see the benefits of and it gets 
him through the door. His trust of the service then slowly builds over 
time. 

Reason for me not to engage with Crisis
- At the moment, he’s like ‘a rabbit in the headlights’. Similar to a lot of 
people when they are first told they are homeless. He doesn’t know 
what to do. 
- He is very sensitive and has a fear of judgement from others about 
disclosing mental health difficulties. This fear is a big barrier for Matt 
seeking help (potentially a consequence of the way mental health was 
treated in sport a number of years ago) 
- He doesn’t want to admit there is a problem. 
- He also hears about things like drama classes and thinks it is juvenile. 
He thinks...I’m over 25...can I really do drama? How will that help me? 
He’s cautious. 
- He has a history of being failed or let down by services. This makes 
him suspicious of Crisis and the conditions surrounding the support 
offered. 

Relationship Map
- Previously, he had a lot of friends through various sports but they’ve 
fallen away over the years. 
- He still has some friends – a few that are more able to help, 
and others that are at a loss about what to do and often become 
frustrated. 

REFLECTIONS 
The group were unsure about the Council policy for those 50 and over 
who were about to become homeless. 
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GATHERING INSIGHT: EXPERIENCE MAP

Teams were asked to select one persona and plot a user 
journey through the Crisis Experience Map (illustrated below). 
The participants mapped the personas’ emotions at different 
‘touch points’ throughout the process. The teams were asked: 
How was [name] feeling when they first heard about Crisis - 
and why? How was [name] feeling when they went to Crisis for 
the first time - and why? 
The function of the experience map was to identify any 
‘pain points’ in the service, pain points being challenges or 
difficulties that could be addressed by Crisis. 
The emotional and experience mapping for each stage and 
aspect of the Crisis service was overwhelmingly positive. 
This resonates with other service design work that Crisis has 
undertaken. It has been difficult for Crisis to obtain critical 
feedback directly from members about the service to inform 
(radical) innovations and/or adaptations. The general feedback 
has been that things are going well. 
One team adapted the exercise to help obtain richer feedback. 
For example, the team were asked to reflect on the following: 
[Name] made the decision not to join Crisis - why would this 
be? [Name] did not come back to the classes - why would this 
be? This approach worked in eliciting more tangible pain 
points that could be considered by Crisis in the future. In the 
case of Matt, for instance, his chronic back-problems meant it 
was too difficult for him to attend the class and when he first 
heard about all the art classes he didn’t really see this as being 
something he needed or that could help him with his housing 
problems. 

Figure 1. Experience map
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