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Overview of audit 

The National Housing Federation’s Health Audit 2015 was the first stage of a research 
project into the health, care and support work that housing associations undertake. Its 
primary goal was to gather a large body of evidence about the kinds of services and 
support housing associations provide in this field. This document is a summary of the 
key findings from the audit.  However, it does not capture the significant benefit that 
having information on hundreds of individual projects has provided for the forthcoming 
report from the King’s Fund and the New NHS Alliance and other work the Federation 

has carried out subsequently. 

Method 

The audit was in the field from 21 September to 23 October. It was sent to individual 
employees of 852 organisations. The Federation’s Customer Relationship Management 
(CRM) system, enabled us to target, where possible, employees responsible for their 

organisation’s work in this area.  

Response rate 

207 respondents began the survey, entered basic information, and signalled whether 
they had any health, care and support initiatives. This is a response rate of over 24% 
and a very healthy level of engagement, particularly considering that fieldwork was 
carried out during a period of change and uncertainty within the sector following the 
2015 General Election. 

Geographical spread 

The geographical spread of the audit was good, with only two of the nine English 
regions supplying less than 10% of respondents. Unsurprisingly, there was a positive 
correlation between the number of responses from a region, and the number of 

Federation members in that area. 

Size of organisations 

The average stock size of responding organisations was higher than that of the housing 
association sector as a whole. This could be because larger organisations have more 
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capacity to deliver care and support services. However, it also could be partly a result of 
the method, as the larger number of employees at large organisations meant the 
information request could be more targeted. 

How to use these findings 

While a large amount of organisations received a request to complete the audit, the 
responses were not weighted to be a representative sample of English housing 
associations, as the primary research objective was to gain large amounts of 
information on initiatives, rather than providing figures on the prevalence of health, 
care and support initiatives within the sector.  Therefore, figures and percentages 
within this report should be seen as referring only to those organisations who 
responded; they cannot be seen as an accurate indication of the level of activity within 

the housing association sector as a whole. 

Overview of responses by type/level of detail 

Respondents to the audit provided varying levels of detail, as explained below: 

• 207 respondents began the survey, entered basic information, and signalled 
whether they had any health, care and support initiatives.  

 
• 140 respondents indicated that they undertake health, care and support 

initiatives. For a significant minority, supported housing schemes were the 
only initiatives that were included in this section.   

 
• 86 organisations inputted information about specific health, care and support 

initiatives (54 organisations did not). 
 

• Short summaries were provided for 472 initiatives. Further information 
(beyond name, location and summary) was provided for 259 initiatives. (Note 
these 259 initiatives form part of the previously mentioned 472, and are not 
additional). 

 
As the primary aim of this audit was to gain information about initiatives, the following 
analysis will use the 86 organisations who inputted information about their health, 
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care and support initiatives, and the 259 initiatives from these organisations about 
which detailed information was provided (more than name, location and summary). 

Housing association level analysis: Partnerships 

The key partnerships that responding organisations have are with the third sector, local 

government, and other housing associations.   

Around half of respondents said that they had relationships with Clinical 
Commissioning Groups (CCGs) and GPs. This is an impressive level of engagement, but 
it is important to consider that there may be some self-selection bias here, i.e. those 
organisations who have these relationships are more likely to give information on 

initiatives, and therefore be included within the sample. 
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Housing association level analysis: Membership of leadership meetings/ programmes 

 

 

Almost half (48%) of the respondents who began filling in initiatives, are members of 
health and wellbeing boards and/or subgroups. As with the previous section, it is 
important to consider the potential of self-selection bias at play.  However, to have 41 
organisations involved with health and wellbeing boards and/or subgroups) is 
undoubtedly encouraging, even as an absolute number. 

Many respondents were also members of safeguarding boards. 
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Initiative level analysis: Target groups 

Key groups targeted by initiatives were older people and those with mental health 
problems. There was also a large Other category, which can be seen as evidence of 
the wide variety in target groups, as this constitutes an aggregation of groups targeted 
by only a handful of initiatives, and therefore too small to be included individually in the 
table. It is important to note that respondents could select multiple target groups for 

each initiative.  

Target Group Percentage 

Older people 35% 

People with mental health problems 34% 

Other 25% 

People with long-term sickness 19% 

Younger people/ families 16% 

Homeless people 15% 

People with physical disabilities 15% 

People with alcohol/drug problems 14% 

People with learning disabilities 13% 

Domestic violence victims 5% 
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Initiative level analysis: Funding 

Of the 259 initiatives that provided more detailed information to the audit, 168 (65%) 
receive external funding. As shown below, the most common external funders of 
housing association health initiatives are local authorities. Encouragingly, a number of 
initiatives also received funding from Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) and other 
parts of the health sector. Please note that a minority of initiatives which indicated that 
they received external funding did not reveal the source of that funding. Therefore there 
may be slight biases in this table if receiving external funding from a certain source 

makes you less/more likely to declare it. 

Funder Frequency Percentage 

Local authority 107 41% 
Clinical Commissioning Group 19 7% 
Other 8 3% 
Public Health England 8 3% 
NHS trust 7 3% 
Third sector 6 2% 
Lottery 5 2% 
Other government department 4 2% 
Department of Health 3 1% 
NHS England 3 1% 
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Initiative level analysis: Continuation  

A large majority of initiatives depend upon external funding to continue. This underlines 
both the relationships that housing associations have with external organisations, and 
the significant exposure that associations’ health initiatives have to changes in the 

funding climate.   

Continuation Frequency Percentage 

Funding external 179 69% 
Participation 62 24% 
Funding internal 59 23% 
Staff resources 47 18% 
Business plan 44 17% 
Time-bound from outset 24 9% 
Other 14 5% 
Demand 4 2% 
Outcomes 3 1% 
Volunteering resource 2 1% 

 

In our analysis, no discernible relationship was found between initiatives that were 
dependent upon external funding for continuation and who they received that funding 
from. However, local authorities are by far the largest source of external funding, so 
budget tightening on their part could have a profound impact on the continuation of 
organisations’ work in this area. 
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Initiative level analysis: Categories  

As shown below, many of the most common categories of initiatives were also related 
to key target groups, such as older people and those with mental ill health.  
Respondents could select more than one category per initiative (table continued on 

following page). 

Categories Frequency Percentage 
Enhance/maintain independent living 154 59% 
Advice/signposting 120 46% 
Social isolation 112 43% 
Mental health/depression 86 33% 
Older people 80 31% 
Activities/ events 70 27% 
Healthier eating/lifestyle 62 24% 
Homelessness 54 21% 
Safety in the home 54 21% 
Alcohol/drugs 52 20% 
Crisis intervention 48 19% 
Accessibility 47 18% 
Families 42 16% 
Health improvement programmes 41 16% 
Hospital discharge 39 15% 
High intensity support 37 14% 
Support groups 37 14% 
Falls prevention 36 14% 
Specialist housing 36 14% 
Care provision 32 12% 
Community development 24 9% 
Other 19 7% 
Children 18 7% 
Parenting 17 7% 
Helpline/careline 15 6% 
Step-down accommodation 13 5% 
Domestic violence 12 5% 
Volunteering projects 11 4% 
Community care hub 10 4% 
Fuel poverty 10 4% 
Health centre 9 3% 



  

 

Contact name: Marcus McPhillips                                Lion Court 
Job title: Research Assistant                                   25 Procter Street 
Direct line: 020 7067 1074                                    London WC1V 6NY 
Email: marcus.mcphillips@housing.org.uk                             www.housing.org.uk 

    
                                              

 

 

Categories Frequency Percentage 

Pregnancy 9 3% 
Health MOTs 8 3% 
Social prescribing 8 3% 
Hoarding 6 2% 
Asset-based community development 5 2% 
Green space 4 2% 
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Initiative level analysis: Outcomes 

Of the 259 initiatives, where extra information was provided, 235 (91%) measured 
outcomes. As can be seen below, the most frequently measured outcomes were 
People helped to enhance/maintain independence, People referred/signposted and 
People helped to increase their subjective wellbeing. A significant minority of 
initiatives measured outcomes which bring direct benefits to the health sector, such as 
Prevented A&E/hospital admissions, Prevented falls, Prevented GP visits and 

People discharged earlier. 

Outcome Frequency Percentage 

People helped to enhance/maintain independence 131 51% 

People referred/signposted 114 44% 
People helped to increase their subjective wellbeing 113 44% 
People participated in initiative 108 42% 
People helped to live a healthier lifestyle 83 32% 

People engaged in health activity 67 26% 

People informed (e.g. healthier lifestyle, smoking, fuel poverty) 58 22% 

Prevented A&E/ hospital admissions 52 20% 
Other  40 15% 
People engaged in support group  34 13% 
Self-reported health 34 13% 
Prevented falls 29 11% 
Prevented GP visits 29 11% 
People/volunteers trained  25 10% 
People discharged earlier 25 10% 
People using the community hub 19 7% 

People attending event  17 7% 
Prevented occupied bed days 16 6% 
Households helped out of fuel poverty 11 4% 

Households helped to save on fuel bills 10 4% 
Homes retrofitted 6 2% 
Number in employment and education 6 2% 
Reduction in homelessness 2 1% 
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Initiative level analysis: Outcomes and external funding 

An intuitive pattern emerges when analysing the relationship between outcomes and 
the likelihood of external funding. Those initiatives which measured outcomes directly 
related to secondary care (People discharged earlier, Prevented A&E admissions and 
Prevented occupied bed days) were all more likely to be in receipt of external funding 
than initiatives measuring numbers participating, people informed and self-reported 

health. 

Outcomes measured by less than 10 initiatives are marked with an asterisk (*) as low 

number draws the reliability of the percentages into question.

Outcome 
Percentage of initiatives 

measuring outcome which 
receive funding 

Reduction in homelessness* 100% 
People discharged earlier 92% 
Prevented A&E/ hospital admissions 87% 
Number in employment and education* 83% 
Prevented occupied bed days 81% 
People referred/signposted 80% 
People engaged in support group  79% 
People helped to enhance/maintain independence 79% 
Prevented GP visits  79% 
People attending event  76% 
People helped to increase their subjective wellbeing 75% 
People using the community hub 74% 
People engaged in health activity 73% 
Households helped to save on fuel bills 70% 
People helped to live a healthier lifestyle 70% 
Prevented falls 69% 
People/volunteers trained  68% 
Homes retrofitted* 67% 
People participated in initiative 67% 

People informed  66% 

Self-reported health 65% 
Households helped out of fuel poverty 64% 
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Conclusion  

A substantial number of housing associations are engaged in health initiatives, which is 
very encouraging given the public policy importance of the health and housing agenda.  
This audit has found that a significant number of initiatives receive external funding, 
particularly from local authorities, but also from CCGs and other parts of the health 
sector. With respondents indicating that the continuation of many initiatives is 
dependent upon external funding, the exposure to local authority budgeting decisions 
could be of concern, while other funders increasing their support seems to be an 

expedient way to progress health and housing integration. 

Encouragingly, the vast majority of the initiatives with further information measured 
some outcomes. There is potential for self-selection bias here (i.e. the initiatives which 
did not measure were more likely to only provide summaries and therefore did not form 
part of the analysis), but nevertheless it allows us to establish that there is a positive 
correlation between measuring outcomes which convey benefits upon the NHS, and 

external funding from the health sector. 

As outlined in Prescription for Success and the forthcoming King’s Fund/New NHS 
Alliance report, measuring outcomes improves the evidence supporting the 
effectiveness of health interventions, and allows organisations to make a better case 

for housing and health integration. 

 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/prescription-for-success-a-guide-to-the-health-economy/
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