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The Federation has consulted extensively with members on what would be 
needed within a secure, sustainable funding model for supported and 
sheltered housing. This report summarises the feedback we have received. 
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1. Introduction 

The National Housing Federation is the voice of England’s housing associations. The sector is 
the largest provider of supported and sheltered housing in the country, delivering homes and 
services to close to half a million people across England. Housing associations provide 
invaluable support to a wide range of people, from those with disabilities to those fleeing 
domestic violence, from older people to those who are homeless. As well as transforming lives 
and allowing people to live independently and with dignity, these homes and services deliver 
significant savings to the public purse. On average they save the taxpayer close to £940 per 
person every year.1 
 
Given their crucial role in supporting vulnerable people, we have consulted extensively with our 
members to support the Government’s review into how supported and sheltered housing is 
funded. The response has been unprecedented: hundreds of organizations providing homes and 
services to hundreds of thousands of people fed in their views. 
 
This report sets out the responses we have received. 
 
Our consultation followed three key streams: 
 

• A written consultation: setting out overarching principles and asking for organisations’ 
views and priorities. 

• Member consultation events: we held nine different events across the country for our 
housing association members. 

• Subject specific roundtables with leading stakeholder organisations. These were 
focused on:  

o mental health and learning disability, jointly organised with Mencap and Rethink 
Mental Illness 

o older people, jointly organised with Housing LIN 
o homelessness, jointly organised with Homeless Link 
o local government, alongside the Local Government Association (LGA). 

 
We welcomed around 400 individuals from more than 200 organisations to our consultation 
events and received 127 formal responses to our written consultation from housing 
associations and interested stakeholder organisations. 
 
This report seeks to summarise the feedback we have received from our membership through 
these three channels. Given the scale of the responses we have sought to reflect the broad 
range of views and opinions expressed rather than setting out each individual response.  
 

                                                      
1 Financial benefits of investing in specialist housing for vulnerable and older people, Frontier Economics 
(2010). 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/funding-supported-and-sheltered-housing-consultation/
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2. Structure of the consultation 

Our consultation document set out three principles that we believed should underpin a new 
funding model. They reflected our view of the needs of supported housing providers, of the 
Government and, crucially, of those who rely on these services. The principles and the sector’s 
response to them are outlined in section three below. 

The consultation then gathered views around four main themes:  

• what is needed to secure the future of supported and sheltered housing  
• meeting housing costs and the role of the benefit system  
• localism and the role of local government 
• ensuring quality and value for money. 

 
The sector’s views and responses on these themes are set out in sections 4–7. 

Areas of consensus were identified and reflected in the proposal submitted to the Government. 

3. Overarching principles  

We proposed that the following principles must underpin any approach to funding supported 
and sheltered housing: 

1. No one with support needs will become homeless or end up in unsuitable 
accommodation. 

2. The actual housing and support cost of delivering a quality service will be fully met, and 
will be flexible enough to meet changing levels of demand. 

3. Evidence of the quality and value for money of the services being funded will be clear to 
those who live in supported housing and to the taxpayer. 

 
Respondents were broadly content with these principles. Several highlighted the need for a 
model to maintain a sustainable provider market which is able to plan financially for longer 
term provision to meet future needs. Others highlighted the needs for the model to enable 
supported housing to contribute positively to key national and local care, support and health 
strategies such as Transforming Care for People with Learning Disabilities.  
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4. What is needed to secure the future of supported and sheltered housing 

As part of our consultation we asked our members what they would need to see to be confident 
they could continue to deliver supported housing services for vulnerable people. 

Summary of respondents’ feedback  
 

• Certainty and security of funding were repeatedly highlighted, particularly in relation to 
leveraging in private investment for development. 

• The housing costs in the funding system should be based on actual rents and service 
charges in supported housing and should adapt to changing needs to ensure funders 
have the confidence to invest in supported housing. 

• All agreed that the Government should not just apply the crude Local Housing 
Allowance (LHA) cap to supported housing and should work with the sector and across 
departments to co-produce a new funding system. 

• When changing to the new funding system, there should be an appropriate transition 
period. 

• Respondents had mixed views on whether there should be one funding model or a 
number of different approaches for different forms of supported housing. 

• Agreement there needs to be absolute clarity and consistency across the country on 
what constitutes support costs and housing costs. 

• Any new funding model must give long-term funding guarantees for the support costs – 
especially where new, purpose-built accommodation has been developed. 

• It was felt there was fairly limited scope for the consistent use of alternative funding 
streams, which would not assist the security of the sector. 

• While personalised budgets for support services have merit, it was felt they need to take 
account of core services within schemes. They are not appropriate for short-term crisis 
services. Some felt that personalisation would not be a route to securing value for 
money. 

 
Respondents strongly believed the LHA cap should not apply to supported and sheltered 
housing. Some set out how the cap would impact on their services, detailing what would be at 
risk of closure should the cap be applied. 

A majority felt that the housing costs within supported housing should be based on actual rents 
and service charges and be able to adapt to changing need, particularly at a time when needs 
are increasing and growing in acuity. Respondents had mixed views on whether the new funding 
system should provide one system for all supported housing. Some felt this would avoid a 
complex set of different arrangements for different types of supported housing, which could be 
costly to administer and would not work for providers of a diverse range of services. Others felt 
that a one size fits all approach would not account for the complexity of particular short-term 
supported housing models or the needs of providers of sheltered housing.  
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Some respondents highlighted the need to look again at the definition of ‘specified 
accommodation’ because it excludes local authority accommodation. 

Respondents agreed there needs to be absolute clarity and consistency across the country on 
what constitutes support costs and housing costs. Many highlighted the importance of having 
sufficient funding to cover the cost of any intensive housing management activity. It was 
recognised that any change in approach to funding these costs might be particularly 
challenging in situations where there is a managing agent in place. Clarity around funding 
streams and contractual relationships between managing agents and landlords will be key. 

Any new funding model must give long-term funding guarantees for the support costs – 
especially where new, purpose built accommodation has been developed which may need to be 
decommissioned if not financially viable. Revenue funding models need to be in place for at 
least five-year periods and have protected transition periods between models so that residents 
can continue to be supported. 

Respondents felt there was fairly limited scope for the consistent use of alternative funding 
sources such as charitable income, cross subsidy or private revenue streams to meet revenue 
costs. At present the sector is successful in leveraging in private finance to support capital 
development. However, without being able to demonstrate a secure revenue stream it would be 
almost impossible to secure the private finance required for capital schemes.  

Many supported the creation of a combined government funding pot for support services. 
Cross-departmental working and funding would be very beneficial for people living in supported 
housing, as they often present with a range of health, housing and employment needs. This 
needs to be a national pot, but respondents stressed it was vital that use of it should be 
devolved to local government and ringfenced to ensure that the money is used for supported 
housing. This enables them to match funding to commissioning priorities, which helps to bring 
in other revenue funding streams available. There should be more links made to partners 
within health to ensure that NHS funding is used in sustainable and preventative ways.  

Some respondents highlighted the option of funding some services through a placement fee 
approach or a block gross grant similar to that used to fund residential care. In particular, 
several suggested that short-term hostel accommodation could be considered for non-benefit 
based funding, with the high turnover of residents, administration of benefit claims is 
particularly burdensome.  

Respondents felt that personalised budgets for support services have merit, providing 
customer choice about who they choose to purchase floating or domiciliary support from and an 
incentive to providers to ensure they deliver quality and effective services to attract and retain 
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paying customers. However, personalisation needs to take account of core services within 
schemes meaning that it is not appropriate to be considered for housing and other core costs. 
Many providers felt that personalisation was not a route to securing value for money. 

5. Meeting housing costs and the role of the benefits system 

We asked about how housing costs should be met and the potential future role of the benefits 
system in funding supported and sheltered housing. 

Summary of respondents’ feedback 
 

• Overwhelming support for rent and housing related costs to be paid through the benefits 
system.  

• Direct payments of benefit to the landlord should be maintained to avoid personal debt.  
• Many saw a need to consider additional housing related costs found in 

supported/sheltered schemes through a different mechanism with nationally set 
eligibility rules and systems to control overall costs. 

• There is a need for interim arrangements that protect existing tenants and schemes and 
smooth transition to any new system. 

• Some respondents pointed to the importance of local skills and knowledge in the 
effective administration of appropriate parts of the new system. Others saw efficiency 
and consistency through national administration. Many saw a role for administration at 
a regional or sub regional level under new devolution arrangements. 

• Where there was local or other discretionary decision making, any overall funding 
should be ringfenced. 

 

Many responses stressed the importance of continuing entitlement to benefits to cover housing 
costs for people living in supported and sheltered housing. The advantages mentioned included:   

• long-term certainty of funding for residents 
• flexibility to cover actual costs 
• the ability for providers to borrow money to invest on the back of this revenue source 
• the principle of not separating out people with support needs from the mainstream 

system of benefits that pay for housing costs. 

Respondents wanted to see rules that allow homes to still be affordable for people moving into 
work and there were some suggestions on how benefit rules could be written to allow for this 
incentive to work. 
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When considering how the actual housing costs could be met through the benefits system, 
many who put forward detailed proposals felt that it was possible to determine appropriate 
costs related to the provision and fabric of the building and to pay these through the benefits 
system with appropriate rules on eligibility and controls on excessive costs. Many also 
distinguished between costs related to the building and those relating to the client group. 

Many saw the rate of LHA as completely unconnected to the actual costs of providing supported 
housing, but some saw it as a potential starting point from which to consider necessary top ups 
required for schemes. If it was used, then the Shared Accommodation Rate for under 35s 
should not apply. 

Respondents to the question on who should administer any funding system once housing 
benefit has been phased out, answered in the context of their preferred funding scheme. People 
saw a role for local or sub regional administration because of the importance of retaining local 
knowledge and relationships and to achieve integration with the locally-led commissioning 
process. Where decisions were made locally then this should be within a ring-fenced funding 
stream. 

Others mentioned the potential costs and inconsistency of local administration of any funding 
system and preferred a national system. Where discussing housing costs coming through 
Universal Credit (UC) it was felt to be important that UC rules were modified to reflect the 
circumstances for people living in supported housing. For example, it was felt that the seven 
day waiting period should not apply because in respondents’ experience many people living in 
supported housing do not have the means to cover one week’s rent.      

When asked about whether some costs met by Housing Benefit could or should be met via 
another route, many mentioned enhanced housing management services and costs related to 
the client rather than the building. There was an appetite across many housing associations to 
discuss the exact split here in detail. Respondents wanted to see individuals protected from 
having to pay higher personal charges for services. It was felt that the current system whereby 
residents pay for non-benefit eligible services should be broadly retained as it was felt to be 
good preparation for people moving out of supported housing and paying their own bills.  

Most respondents saw a role for a combination of accommodation-based criteria and people-
based criteria within any overall system defining eligibility for enhanced benefit funding. There 
was support for using the existing ‘specified accommodation’ definition as a minimum criteria 
and a call for clarity over definitions within any overall system. Many people expressed concern 
about how eligibility rules might work for preventative services, as well as the possible need for 
sheltered housing with lower levels of support and additional facilities to be considered through 
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a different mechanism than a much higher cost and more intensive scheme. The problem of 
eligibility thresholds being pushed up and used to restrict access to appropriate housing was 
raised and related back to the importance of the ring fence for any locally-administered 
funding. 

   

6. Localism and the role of local authorities 

We asked respondents about the role of local authorities within any new model and what would 
be needed to give them security around any locally devolved funding stream. We also asked 
about how best support costs could be met within the context of a new funding model. 

Summary of respondents’ feedback 
• Overwhelming opposition to the devolution of funding for housing costs to local 

authorities. 
• Significant support for the local role of ensuring services meet local need, assessing the 

needs of individuals, and in commissioning for support services. 
• Many highlighted the importance of ringfenced budgets to secure funding for the long 

term, reduce the postcode lottery of access to services and to secure services for 
certain groups. 

• Many respondents called for longer contracts to incentivise investment, with five years 
mentioned in a number of responses. 

 

There was overwhelming opposition to the devolution of decision making over funding for 
housing costs to local authorities. This was fuelled by a concern that, within a context of tough 
funding decisions for local authorities, monies identified to pay housing costs could, if not 
adequately protected, be used by local authorities to pay for other services. As context some 
highlighted the loss of Supporting People funding once the central ringfence was lifted.  

If local authorities were to be given a role in administering an element of funding then there 
was a clear view that this had to be done within the context of very clear, national rules. It 
should also be separate to support and care funding, to avoid competing priorities and in 
recognition that housing funding relates to the legal liabilities of the tenant. 

Looking at support and care costs, there was significant support for the local role of ensuring 
services meet local need and in assessing the needs of individuals. Within any approach to 
funding support there was a strong desire to see consistency across local authorities to reduce 
the costs of bureaucracy and the chance of postcode lottery for services. Many respondents 
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called for longer contracts to incentivise investment, with five years mentioned in a number of 
responses.  

The focus of comments on safeguarding funding were around protecting local support funding 
given the very strong view that housing costs could not be safeguarded within a localised 
system. Many respondents expressed concerns about the risk of local discretion to access to 
services, meaning that in some areas, some client groups would have access to services but in 
other areas might not. There was a suggestion that some services, for example refuges, should 
be recognised outside of local budgets because of the need for people to be placed out of the 
areas. Overwhelmingly respondents highlighted the importance of ringfenced budgets to 
secure funding for the long term, reduce the postcode lottery of access to services and to 
secure services for certain groups. The challenge of having discretionary funding running 
alongside competing statutory funding priorities was highlighted. Some providers favour 
strengthening duties on local authorities around support. However others were concerned 
these may not provide the necessary safeguards and depending on how they are devised may 
make it easier to cut existing support to some groups of customers. 

In terms of where responsibility might lie at a local level, respondents recognised that expertise 
(e.g. in assessing need and entitlement, in homelessness prevention, in social care or in health) 
lay across a number of local agencies and that responsibility and expertise should be aligned. 
There was a view that who ultimately administers the pot is less relevant than having an 
inclusive, accountable and integrated commissioning approach that looks at the wider context 
and impact of supported housing, and measures impact on all funding streams and resources 
that are applicable to a locality. 

Some felt Health and Wellbeing Boards had a role in oversight and identifying needs but there 
was concern around current levels of expertise on housing-related support and variable 
effectiveness of boards across the country. If there was to be a role for local administration of 
housing cost subsidy, some felt that this should sit with districts and unitary authorities where 
it could be aligned with local housing plans. However, there was also support for responsibility 
being at a county level alongside social care and public health responsibilities. Some suggested 
that the devolution agenda offered the opportunity for services to be better designed at a sub-
regional level rather than at a single local authority level, especially where the combined 
authority has responsibility for social care. 

A small number of respondents saw a need for some services to be funded outside of any 
localised system. Some examples cited were: people without any local connection (for example 
long-term prisoners); groups unlikely to attract local political support; or where there might be 
a pressing need for someone to move away from an area (refuges). For these schemes people 
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saw a need for a national funding model to ensure ongoing funding was available for all aspects 
of the scheme. A wholly local approach was suggested for some schemes (for example night 
shelters) where it is very difficult to fit housing costs into the benefits system as the 
accommodation is intended to be a very temporary solution to prevent people rough sleeping. 

7. Ensuring quality and value for money 

We asked how we can ensure that any model provides the Government with the assurances it 
seeks around quality and value for money. 

Summary of respondents’ feedback 
• A national outcomes framework for regulating value for money and quality was 

welcomed by respondents as it would further show the value of the sector to local 
communities and the public purse. 

• Some felt that local authorities and local commissioners had a key role in quality 
assurance, with a robust auditing approach managed by local commissioners to review 
performance and safeguard service users. 

• Some felt that the sector’s current regulatory compliance standard could be enhanced 
with a supported housing standard. 

• Most felt that a funding model supported by a strengthened regulatory approach would 
demonstrate quality and value for money while some felt that safeguards already 
existed for service users in the current regulatory framework.  

 

Respondents felt that a new model should seek to ensure the best possible outcomes at the 
best value for money rather than encouraging a race to the bottom in terms of price. On the 
whole it was felt that there is some positive learning from the Supporting People programme 
around monitoring and quality standards, although were keen to ensure this did not become an 
exercise in micro-management or bureaucracy.  

There was some support for a national outcomes framework to provide some consistency in the 
measurement of services and recognition of the benefits of an approach which can demonstrate 
the outcomes and savings supported housing brings. Some questioned how this should link to 
local decisions on funding distribution based on assessment of needs. Some also queried the 
role of a national outcomes framework in determining services or funding for low level 
preventative schemes like sheltered housing where amounts of additional money are very 
small. There was a desire to ensure that any approach is proportionate in terms of the time 
spent evidencing requirements. Several highlighted the need to ensure commissioners have 
the resources they need to monitor outcomes properly and in a quality manner. Respondents 
were keen to point out the importance of incorporating service users’ voices into any quality 
assurance process, to ensure that they help to shape an outcomes framework. 
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Respondents felt regulatory monitoring should be proportionate to the size and capabilities of 
the provider, and the complexity of the client base. A passport system could be used for larger 
organisations, with an effective internal audit process that demonstrates a quality service and 
that many of the standard required checks have been completed.  

Around half of respondents felt that the local authority and local commissioners had a key role 
in ensuring quality. The Government could empower local authorities to ensure they 
understand their local needs, have services in place, and have contingency for when services 
are not meeting the required standards. However it was also highlighted that many local 
commissioners have limited capacity or desire to undertake an enhanced role. Some felt there 
was already a lot of control around local need, strategic relevance and scrutiny of full costs 
(including housing) by commissioners. Registered providers could not develop without that 
strategic commissioner commitment and approval, as well as scrutiny from the Homes and 
Communities Agency (HCA) on overall viability including rent levels.  

Most felt that some good examples of benchmarking clubs already existed, so the approach of 
provider-led systems can be made to work. The sector understands the need to compare and 
contrast costs and quality outcomes and the need to drive improving value for money year on 
year. Providers use a variety of tools to support this, including tools that assess social value 
outcomes such as the Outcomes Star, IMPACT case management tool, and HACT’s social value 
tool. 

Some respondents felt the sector’s current regulatory compliance standard could be enhanced 
with a supported housing standard. Poor performance in this area is a real reputational risk to 
the whole sector, so good quality providers have stated they would welcome this. Some believe 
there needs to be a basic core element to any new regulation that services must achieve if they 
want to retain funding. Self-assessment could be the way to do this well and also drive 
organisational credence and buy-in for supported housing.  

The majority felt a funding model supported by a robust regulator would demonstrate quality 
and value for money. However this should be proportionate and some also felt that the focus 
should be on services that are not already regulated. A national framework to accompany the 
funding model to assess performance and suitability could be managed locally but prescribed 
nationally. A national schedule of rates with defined service components for supported housing 
classifications (client group and support level) could be developed from which providers could 
self-regulate accordingly. This could serve as a means for the Government to query charges 
and/or determine appropriate funding levels. 

However, some respondents were clear that they would not want to propose another element of 
regulation unnecessarily. Some were keen to highlight a model of co-regulation, which would 
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reduce the regulatory burden with boards required to confirm that their organisation meets the 
required standards, delivering certain outcomes. Regulation could then focus on the quality of 
this control by boards, similar to the current approach by the HCA. Safeguards already exist for 
service users including the current regulatory framework. The continuation of supported 
housing services should be subject to regular service evaluation by these commissioners and 
this of course must include the adequacy of safeguarding arrangements. 

8. Conclusion 

 
We are enormously grateful to our members for their time and input into this consultation. We 
have had an unprecedented level of engagement. Over 400 individuals attended a consultation 
event and 127 written responses were received. This reflects the scale of concern around the 
move to a new funding model and the desire by the sector to contribute to finding an approach 
which can meet the needs of the Government, providers and service users. 
 
This report is a broad outline of the feedback we have received across our consultation. 
 
Separately we have published our recommendations on what a secure and sustainable funding 
model for supported and sheltered housing might look like. We look forward to working closely 
with the Government, stakeholders and our members to consider these recommendations and 
help develop a sustainable model to ensure supported and sheltered housing is funded for the 
long-term. 
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