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The Government is currently consulting on a new model for funding supported 

housing. This will see an element of funding for housing costs in individual services 

coming via the benefits system and an element via local government. At the halfway 

stage during the consultation process this note sets out a summary of issues raised 

and some views expressed at the first four Federation’s regional consultation 

events. The discussion sessions concentrated on how the localised element might 

work and included representatives from housing associations and local authorities.   

This paper does not constitute the position of the National Housing Federation. We 

will publish our full response alongside the evidence we have collected from 

members at the end of January 2017.  The discussions covered the questions as set 

out in the Government’s consultation paper. If you have any questions or want to 

share any evidence with the Federation, contact supportedhousing@housing.org.uk. 

1. The local top-up will be devolved to local authorities. Who should hold the 

funding; and, in two tier areas, should the upper tier authority hold the funding? 

 Variety of views – agreed that it depends on the type of need served by the 

project and there should be incentives if the money is held at a county level 

for appropriate pots to be devolved further down to the district level.  

 Recognition that commissioning capacity lies at the county level and that 

there needs to be a link to care and support commissioning.  This is important 

for people with long term disabilities and support needs.   

 Concern about level of housing knowledge and strategic housing 

responsibility at the county level and the loss of read across to the housing 

strategy. 

 Variations in local authorities (not just district/county split) in terms of 

knowledge about local needs and understanding of the role of specialist 

housing and in particular the development process. 

 Any national commissioning framework should set out responsibilities to plan 

and assess needs.   

 Counties could devolve down responsibility for funding some schemes so that 

decisions are made at a District level (e.g. hostels).  

 

2. How should the funding model be designed to maximise the opportunities for 

local agencies to collaborate, encourage planning and commissioning across 

service boundaries, and to ensure that different local commissioning bodies can 

have fair access to funding? 
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 Widespread support for maintaining the landlord / tenant relationship with 

rents charged above the LHA level as needed and landlords and 

commissioners being clear about the distinction between housing and support 

costs. 

 There is a need for new commissioning structure that brings the local 

authority together with the local partners (health, criminal justice etc) who 

benefit from the outcomes from supported or sheltered housing.   

 A national framework would go some way to providing consistency for 

providers and service users and support effective commissioning at a local 

level across all client groups.  

 All stakeholders should be involved in creating this framework to ensure that 

the outcomes of the various existing frameworks line up and there are key 

objectives set at a national level. 

 Is this structure necessary for sheltered housing where in high value areas 

costs are below LHA? Should sheltered housing have a separate lighter touch 

framework or different solution in terms of revenue funding?   

 Need clearer descriptors for supported and sheltered housing so that all 

partners understand the purpose and the relevant costs.   

 

3. How can we ensure that local allocation of funding by local authorities matches 

local need for supported housing across all client groups? 

 Strong support for the ring fence around funding but many people raised 

doubts on how long it would last and the consequences of local authorities 

having greater freedoms over funding at a time a huge pressure on all areas 

of local authority spending.  Many people expressed concern about services 

for particular groups being targeted for cuts –ex offenders, single homeless 

people and sheltered housing – however ring fences for client groups within 

the local ring fences were not necessarily the best way to protect certain 

groups and could set up artificial barriers between different services many of 

which serve multiple needs.     

 Important to understand what the need is now and what it will be in the future 

and recognise that it is likely to increase alongside the actual legitimate cost 

of services.  

 We do not currently have a comprehensive system to assess local need and 

future demand. Effective strategic planning requires resources from local 

authorities.  

 The national/local allocation needs to have the flexibility to grow with need.  

This is especially important in low value LHA areas where the local pot will 

provide a much more significant % of the overall funding of the scheme.  

 The local allocation needs to be able to give lenders the confidence needed to 

invest over the long term.  Housing providers cannot sustain providing new or 



even existing schemes without long term commitment on revenue funding. 

People living in low value LHA areas should still be able to access quality 

specialist housing.  

 Housing providers need to better capture how supported housing makes 

savings to other services and delivers key outcomes for tenants. 

 

4. Do you think other funding protections for vulnerable groups, beyond the ring-

fence, are needed to provide fair access to funding for all client groups, including 

those without existing statutory duties (including for example the case for any 

new statutory duties or any other sort of statutory provision)? 

 Given the vulnerability of the ring fence around the funding long term 

statutory duties could form an important level of protection for vulnerable 

people but there are a number of different ways it could be framed – from a 

duty to assess or plan for the need for supported housing to a duty to provide 

for people in certain circumstances.  

 Risk that if new statutory duties are introduced then only those included 

within those will get funding – this could mean that only people at crisis point 

get funding and could restrict associations’ ability to provide a range of 

preventative services 

 Need to recognise that people have multiple needs and statutory duties may 

not be able to capture the complexity of this. 

 Most important thing is for local authorities to have a good understanding of 

the different client groups, need at a local level and the actual costs of 

housing provision.  

 Some people expressed support for a system that set out in the national 

framework that local authorities should pay tenants (or providers) based on 

actual rents and reasonable service charge costs. This could then give 

tenants the reassurance that their accommodation would be funded at least 

for a certain period.   

 

5. What expectations should there be for local roles and responsibilities? What 

planning, commissioning and partnership and monitoring arrangements might 

be necessary, both nationally and locally? 

 Support for a strong national framework to ensure there is consistency 

across planning, commissioning and monitoring arrangements. Providers did 

not want to divert resources into dealing with a series of very different local 

systems set up to achieve the same objective.  

 Housing associations need to be involved in creating and shaping this 

framework. 

 Monitoring should be there to ensure spending reflects nationally set 

priorities.  These should include prevention as a key priority.  Monitoring is 



necessary on a number of different levels - national, local authority and 

service level.  At a national level monitoring is needed to ensure national 

Government continues to recognise the ongoing value of a ring-fenced, 

distinct funding stream.  

 Prevention must be a key objective across local agencies and should set out in 

a national commissioning framework. 

 

7. We welcome your views on what features the new model should include to 

provide greater oversight and assurance to tax payers that supported housing 

services are providing value for money, are of good quality and are delivering 

outcomes for individual tenants? 

 Local commissioning of services should provide appropriate monitoring on 

quality and value for money but there is a danger that local authorities will try 

and drive price down and be reluctant to pay for more expensive or higher 

quality services and buildings. 

 The new model should recognise that many of these costs are actual costs 

and that there is a danger that specialist housing will not be affordable for 

people in some areas of the country. 

 Commissioners need a more sophisticated understanding of the relationship 

between quality and price across the different element of the service and 

housing. This should include an understanding of why costs vary across even 

similar schemes – for example due to different grant rates or capital funding 

models. 

 A national framework should drive transparent procurement process and 

consistency across local authorities. 

 Questions raised on the capacity for local authorities to monitor services and 

the appropriateness of local authorities monitoring housing service charges 

(lifts, communal areas). One objective of the national commissioning 

framework should be to drive consistency and minimise cost absorbed in 

administration.  

 Use existing systems – QAF etc. 

 Outcome based monitoring should take a different form at different levels – 

scheme based, local and national.  There is a need to monitor nationally 

relevant outcomes to justify any ring fence around the money.  

 Consult customers – what do people value about their housing?  

 

8. We are interested in your views on how to strike a balance between local 

flexibility and provider/developer certainty and simplicity. What features should 

the funding model have to provide greater certainty to providers and in 

particular, developers of new supply? 



 The system must be able to deliver long term funding commitment to allow 

borrowing for providers to continue to build new schemes.  Long term 

security looks different for different types of scheme: some schemes are easy 

to covert to general needs or sell on the open market. In others the specialist 

nature of the scheme significantly reduces the value.  

 Providers and local authorities need to work together to ensure all 

understand the development process and can consider how risk is shared.  

 It is not just new supply that is at risk – housing association boards are 

already asking questions about the viability of existing schemes and the risk 

on ongoing involvement in all or parts of the specialist housing sector.  

 How can providers continue to develop in low value LHA areas?  Many people 

raised questions about how the local pot could flex to accommodate 

additional needs and new supply. The role of the local authority in funding 

schemes is much greater in a low value LHA area and therefore a mechanism 

needs to be found to allow these local authorities the ability to accommodate 

new people in the way that the benefits system can accommodate a new 

claim.  

 Importance of local strategic needs assessments in giving providers certainty 

that a scheme is a local priority and there is a long term commitment. 

 Recognition that local authorities best placed to assess local need and set 

local priorities but concerns around groups who may struggle to get local 

political support or who are outside local statutory duties   

 

9. Should there be a national statement of expectations or national commissioning 

framework within which local areas tailor their funding? How should this work 

with existing commissioning arrangements, for example across health and social 

care, and how would we ensure it was followed? 

 General support for a national framework within which local authorities would 

operate to give consistency of approach across areas. 

 A national framework should set out expectation of what should be funded 

beyond any statutory obligations. 

 National standards for commissioning should use the commonality in the 

current arrangements, not create new.  

 Framework needs to recognise the role of the local authority in working 

within the market rather than controlling the market and the need for local 

solutions co-produced with providers. 

 Recognition of the need to integrate Clinical Commissioning Groups and 

Health and well-being boards into the commissioning process but questions 

over where they best fit in and reluctance to pool budgets unless very clear 

objectives set including around prevention. 

 



10. The Government wants a smooth transition to the new funding arrangement on 1 

April 2019. What transitional arrangements might be helpful in supporting the 

transition to the new regime? 

 Restrict to new claimants from 2019 to reduce immediate impact though 

there was recognition that this might make the strategic decision to 

decommission a service difficult. 

 Ensure resources are in place ASAP in local authorities to allow planning – 

central government should recognise and fund the new burdens on local 

authorities. 

 Phasing of the new system could reduce the risk of inadequate local 

allocations and services closing – e.g. exclude older people until date later 

than 2019.  This would allow local authorities more time to plan and systems 

could be piloted.  

 A different LHA cap for supported and sheltered housing compared to general 

needs which better reflects costs in supported and sheltered housing.  This 

would reduce the number of tenants affected by the cap and allow local 

authorities to concentrate attention on higher cost schemes.   

 Protected levels of funding for existing tenants to cover existing rent levels 

until decisions can be made locally about strategic priorities.  

 

 

 

11. Do you have any other views about how the local top-up model can be designed to 

ensure it works for tenants, commissioners, providers and developers? 

 The level of the LHA cap leads to significant differences across areas. If the 

local fund has to be topped up from locally generated tax then some areas 

will not be able to fill the gap. 

 Need to recognise that tenants are vulnerable and the consequences of debt, 

evictions or homelessness are huge. 

 Need to look at the UC system to ensure is fit for purpose to pay the benefit up 

to the LHA level without imposing unnecessary costs on providers guiding 

tenants through the system. 

 How will the new system improve the personalisation of services and choice 

in particular for tenants with long term support needs? 

 

12. We welcome your views on how emergency and short term accommodation 

should be defined and how funding should be provided outside Universal Credit. 

How should funding be provided for tenants in these situations? 

 Short term should be defined around the type of accommodation and what it 

is used for – there needs to be a clear and easy to understand definition. 

 Likely to be primarily homeless hostels and domestic violence refuges. 



 Could the entitlement to benefit kick in after an initial period within a 

designated short term scheme (e.g. three months)? This would allow the 

benefits claim to be sorted out and address the situation where people stay 

for weeks rather than months. 

 How can we ensure appropriate access arrangements for services to allow 

the local authority to control spending to also meet needs often in a crisis?  

 It is difficult for a wholly local system to forecast need and give long term 

security to providers.  How can we ensure short term accommodation is still 

developed?  

 There is a need for housing for people who will never be ready for a general 

needs tenancy and will always need a low level of support – maintaining this 

support helps to prevent people from reaching crisis point – important to 

ensure there is funding for this in the new system and we do not create an 

artificial distinction between long and short term. 

 Range of views expressed about how the money should be paid and to who –it 

needs to follow the people to some extent but that there are benefits to 

funding services on a block contract basis so long as there are appropriate 

checks and balances in place to ensure that bed spaces are not empty. 

 There is a role for statutory duties to ensure local authorities will provide for 

range of groups.  
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