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9 February 2017 

 

Submission: 

Funding for Supported Housing 

Consultation 

 

Summary of key points: 

Supported housing provides a safe and secure home with support that enables vulnerable 

people to live independently. It also forms an integral part of the wider health, care and support 

system, and makes good economic sense. 

To ensure the benefits of supported housing are maximised and positive outcomes for tenants 

continue, the Government should:  

 Amend their proposal so that the funding element via the benefits system is paid at a 

higher level than the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rate, both for supported and 

sheltered housing. 

 Ensure the ring-fence around money devolved to local authorities will be guaranteed for 

the long term and that this funding can only be used for housing costs for supported and 

sheltered tenants. 

 Ensure the devolved funding is an accurate reflection of existing spend with additional 

funding to reflect any growth in provision. 

 Minimise administration costs. 

 Protect vulnerable people through new statutory duties around preventative services 

and meeting the housing needs of people traditionally poorly served by local funding 

systems. 

 Avoid a postcode lottery of access to services. 

 Ensure existing tenants of supported and sheltered housing are offered transitional 

protection. 

 Establish a new national framework setting out key protections for tenants and services 

and ensuring consistency across local authorities. 

 Pilot the new system in a range of different areas from April 2019 to test it thoroughly 

before it is rolled out nationally. 
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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, providing homes and 

services to over half a million people across England.  

We 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. For example, for older people, the 

annual saving to the taxpayer through reduced reliance on health and social care services is 

estimated at around £3,000 per person. For people with learning disabilities and mental health 

issues, the annual saving per person rises to between £12,500 and £15,5001. 

The Government’s announcements on the future funding structure for supported housing go 

some way towards putting supported and sheltered housing on a secure footing for the long 

term. We were pleased that the Government has recognised the importance of supported 

housing by protecting the level of funding it receives and by not applying the Shared 

Accommodation Rate of Local Housing Allowance (LHA). 

However, housing associations have been clear: to enable them to continue to run supported 

housing and develop new schemes, they need long-term certainty of funding. England already 

has a shortfall of nearly 17,000 supported housing places for working age people and, if current 

trends continue, this will more than double to over 35,000 places by 2020/212.  

 

Our approach 

In preparing for our response, the Federation has undertaken extensive consultation with its 

members. Our consultation comprised of: 

 Ten regional consultation events with members and local authority commissioners. 

 Thematic roundtables on services for people with a learning disability, mental health 

issues, older people and single homelessness. 

 Two meetings with the Federation’s supported housing task and finish group. The task 

and finish group is made up of nineteen members that have advised the Federation on 

supported housing throughout 2016 and 2017. 

 Meetings with key stakeholders in central and local government. 

 Two webinars. 

                                                      
1 Frontier Economics, Financial benefits of investment in specialist housing for vulnerable and older people: a report 

for the Homes and Communities Agency 
2 SITRA research for the National Housing Federation, Strengthening the case for supported housing: the cost 

consequences 

https://www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf
https://www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf
http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/strengthening-the-case-for-supported-housing-the-cost-consequences/
http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/strengthening-the-case-for-supported-housing-the-cost-consequences/
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We have discussed this consultation with nearly 600 people over the course of the last two 

months. 

We directed a significant amount of our consultation towards asking the questions set out in the 

Government’s consultation. With the exception of question six, we have answered all of those 

questions below. 

Prior to answering the set questions, we set out below the concerns we – and our members – 

have about the use of the LHA cap as the level for which benefits funding will flow through the 

proposed system. While this was outside the scope of the consultation, it’s clear that this issue 

remains the key barrier to exploring the potential merits of the new system.  

Fundamentally, it is our view that a higher level of funding through the benefits system, and in 

particular in low-value areas, would provide a more certain underpinning for any new system 

with some localisation of funding.  
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Application of the LHA cap 

The Federation strongly urges the Government to acknowledge that the LHA cap is not the right 

mechanism for funding supported and sheltered housing costs. To give greater certainty to 

providers and tenants, the Government should commit to exploring, in advance of the 

publication of the proposed Green Paper, whether either one or a range of higher caps would be 

more appropriate. At a bare minimum, a higher cap in low-value areas is essential to provide 

much needed certainty for tenants and providers, and to avoid perverse disincentives that could 

discourage providers and lenders from building new homes in low-value areas. 

The LHA cap is linked to the lowest private sector market rents and as such varies a great deal 

across the country. Research by the Federation3, based on actual rents and service charges 

collected from our members across 62,000 units of supported and sheltered housing, shows 

the varying impact across England. 

Applying the LHA cap leads to a much greater reliance on a local top-up fund in lower value 

areas and much greater uncertainty for providers and tenants in these areas. It may also 

impact on the ability to develop new schemes as, while benefit funding is demand-led, the 

localised pot might not be able to grow or flex to accommodate new expenditure. This may 

distort the future growth of supported and sheltered housing towards areas which experience 

higher private rents. 

Due to the significant variation in the level of the LHA cap between high and low value areas, 

and the consequent different impact on providers and tenants across the country, we believe 

that the Government should explore an alternative approach to capping the level of benefits 

available to support housing costs. This could take the form of an additional element paid, 

above the LHA cap, in certain regions where the cap is particularly low. 

  

                                                      
3 National Housing Federation, The variable impact of the LHA cap across different areas 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/the-variable-impact-of-the-lha-cap-across-different-areas/
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Table 1. Impact of applying the proposed LHA cap to supported and sheltered housing by 

region4 

Region 

% stock with rent and 

service charges that is 

above the LHA cap 

% Housing Benefit rent roll that 

would move into the localised 

top-up fund 

East of England 74% 24% 

East Midlands 95% 39% 

London 15% 5% 

North East 96% 30% 

North West 89% 27% 

South East 49% 13% 

South West 77% 20% 

West Midlands 88% 28% 

Yorkshire and the 

Humber 89% 35% 

England 77% 25% 

 

As can be seen from table 1, when the LHA cap is applied the number of sheltered and 

supported properties affected ranges from 15% in London to 96% in the North East.  

Our research analyses the impact of a varied cap and found that, for example, increasing the 

cap by £20 reduces the number of properties affected down from a total of 77% to 50%. A 

relatively small increase in the cap would go some way to evening out the regional differences 

and reducing reliance on the local pot. 

  

                                                      
4 National Housing Federation, The variable impact of the LHA cap across different areas 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/the-variable-impact-of-the-lha-cap-across-different-areas/
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Sheltered housing 

The situation is particularly acute for sheltered housing providers where in many areas the 

difference between the LHA cap and housing costs are not as large as in supported housing. A 

relatively small increase in the LHA cap for older people living in sheltered housing would have 

a large impact in reducing the number of people reliant on the local top-up and give older 

people on low incomes reassurance that their rent will continue to be covered by benefits.  

This is illustrated in figure 2 below, which shows that the gap between actual rents and service 

charges and the LHA cap is visibly smaller for older people than across all supported and 

sheltered housing as shown in figure 1. 

Figure 1. Actual rents and service charges compared with one bed LHA rate, supported and 

housing for older people 
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Figure 2. Actual rents and service charges compared with one bed LHA rate, older people only 

 

There are 463,000 sheltered homes for older people in England including extra care housing. 

This amounts to 71% of all rented supported provision. The value derived from sheltered 

housing and extra care housing can be found in benefits to the individual, to the community and 

to the taxpayer. For a relatively small cost to the public purse, sheltered housing prevents the 

need to move to more costly residential care and helps reduce unnecessary hospital stays5.  

An ageing population, coupled with pressures on local authorities and the NHS, means that 

specialist housing for older people will have an increasingly important role to play in the future. 

Yet despite the value of these types of homes, analysis by the Housing Learning and 

Improvement Network (LIN) and the Elderly Accommodation Counsel (EAC) suggests that there 

will be a shortfall of 240,000 units of purpose-built housing for older people by 20306. 

The physical design and communal facilities of most sheltered and extra care housing means 

that it is generally more expensive to build and run than general needs housing, and this means 

that rents tend to be higher than LHA levels. Affordable housing design standards and industry 

best practice for the last 15 years has stipulated that housing for older people should have 

flexible space to allow room for an overnight carer when needed7. This means that some older 

                                                      
5 Berrington, James, The Value of Sheltered Housing 
6 Housing LIN/EAC, Strategic Housing for Older People Analysis Tool 
7 Housing Corporation, Design and Quality Standards 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/the-value-of-sheltered-housing/
http://www.housinglin.org.uk/Topics/browse/HousingExtraCare/ExtraCareStrategy/SHOP/SHOPAT/?
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/design-and-quality-standards
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people will live in two bed sheltered housing but even a couple will only be able to receive the 

one bed rate of LHA.  

The higher costs have been acknowledged for some time, for example the Homes and 

Communities Agency (HCA) allows an additional 10% above target rents under its rent 

regulation policies (since 2001, with some specialist stock receiving additional flexibility since 

2003). However, average rents in sheltered housing tend to be lower than in supported housing. 

In high-value areas of the country the rent in many sheltered homes will be under the LHA cap. 

In areas where the LHA level is below the rent on a sheltered home older people on low 

incomes will have to rely on a discretionary decision from their local authority rather than an 

entitlement through the benefits system to fund their housing. This will create inequality for 

older people across the country and make the decision to move into this type of accommodation 

much more difficult for potential residents. 

The Federation believes the Government should explore the potential for sheltered housing 

costs above the LHA level to continue to be paid through the benefits system. This could be in 

the form of a local or regional adjustment to LHA specifically for sheltered housing tenants. 

Given that only a relatively small top-up is needed to cover the housing costs of a large number 

of older people, this would also cut the cost of administering the whole scheme.  

The Government is rightly concerned with controlling spend on benefits and in ensuring quality 

and the right outcomes for tenants. These objectives can still be met within a system where 

money is paid to tenants through the benefits system. The overwhelming majority of sheltered 

housing for rent is owned or managed by housing associations or local authorities who charge 

low regulated rents. Lettings criteria ensure that homes are only let to people who need them 

and the many older people on low incomes who pay for all or part of the rent themselves puts 

downwards pressure on service charges.  

Services in sheltered housing are not luxuries. They cover basic essential housing costs such as 

the lift and heating for the communal areas. We believe that it is more sensible for these basic 

housing costs to be paid via the benefits system rather than a complicated local system. This 

would provide much needed security for tenants and providers of sheltered housing, while also 

reducing the cost of administering the scheme. 
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Response to consultation questions 

Q1. 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? 

Housing associations are clear that the purpose of the proposed local top-up funding is, and 

should be, to cover the housing costs associated with supported and sheltered housing. This is 

why we believe that a more effective system would allow more of this money to be given direct 

to tenants through the benefits system with a higher level of LHA for supported and sheltered 

housing. The funding is not intended to cover the costs of support and care, and the model must 

be designed with this at its heart with eligibility rules to ensure that funding can only be used 

for housing-related costs.  

The Government’s research into the scale, scope and cost of the supported housing sector 

found that the annualised cost of the supported housing sector covered by Housing Benefit at 

the end of 2015 was £4.12bn. The review also estimates the additional annualised spend on 

support to be £2.05bn8. This consultation relates only to the former amount. We therefore 

believe that the Local Housing Authority should be responsible for the local top-up. In a two-tier 

area this would be the lower tier. This would allow councils to develop a local strategic 

approach to housing provision with some certainty of funding and ensure that there is a 

strengthened housing voice in discussions around support, health and care.  

The new responsibility for strategic housing needs assessments set out in the Housing White 

Paper strengthens the case for this funding to sit at the housing authority level as local 

authorities will be able to consider the housing needs of older and vulnerable people within the 

context of the whole local housing market and be pro-active in bringing forward new supply. 

There are ambitious plans within the Green Paper to increase the supply of accessible housing 

and housing suitable for older people to downsize to. It is important that any extra top-up that 

helps older and disabled people pay the rent on these homes is considered alongside decisions 

on planning and supply. 

Whichever tier is allocated responsibility for the top-up fund, what is most important is that it is 

ring-fenced and used only for the purpose of meeting housing costs within supported housing. 

It is essential that within a two-tier system both the upper and lower tier work closely together 

to ensure joined up commissioning that draws on the expertise of both. This will be particularly 

important in providing for people with long-term disabilities and support needs where there 

needs to be a clear link to care and support commissioning. We would therefore suggest that a 

                                                      
8 DWP, DCLG, Supported Accommodation Review 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/572454/rr927-supported-accommodation-review.pdf
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local strategic board involving both authority tiers, plus other stakeholders, is established to 

help set these priorities. 

 

Q2. How should the funding model be designed to maximise the opportunities for local agencies 

to collaborate, encourage planning and commissioning across service boundaries, and ensure 

that different local commissioning bodies can have fair access to funding? 

As emphasised above, it is important that decision makers recognise that the focus of the 

proposed funding model is, and should be, to cover the housing costs associated with supported 

and sheltered housing. These costs are associated with the running of the building itself. The 

assurance of funding for housing costs in particular is in line with the commitment made by the 

Secretary of State for Work and Pensions in September 2016 to ‘ensure that the sector 

continues to be funded at current levels’. 

Therefore, this fund would not be an appropriate mechanism through which to maximise 

collaboration in service planning and design, as its focus needs to be exclusively on the funding 

of housing costs. Instead, the real opportunity comes through analysis of needs at the most 

strategic, place-based level, and through associated planning which cuts across service 

responsibility boundaries. There are existing mechanisms which could help to effect a truly 

place-based approach to meeting the needs of individuals across a community, regardless of 

commissioner and provider boundaries, such as the Sustainability and Transformation Plans 

instigated by the NHS. 

The flexible and preventative nature of the housing related support services delivered by 

housing providers means that this is an ideal arena for deeper integration. These support 

services form an integral part of the supported housing model, and are often funded through 

local authority commissioning arrangements (previously through the Supporting People 

funding stream). As a next step from the current consultation, the Federation urges the 

Government to consider how provision for support services might be improved to enable more 

pooling of budgets, greater potential for innovation and ever-closer integration between health, 

care and support provision. We explore these suggestions further under question 11, below. 

Access to the local top-up fund should follow a similar logic. At the outset funding should be 

allocated on the basis of existing provision to ensure the ongoing delivery of existing supported 

housing schemes in the locality. As we outline below it is very difficult to reduce the housing 

costs associated with schemes and, while local authorities should be able to decommission 

provision in exceptional circumstances, the presumption should be that existing provision will 

continue to be funded so long as residents require it. Given that in many cases residents moved 

into longer term supported and sheltered housing believing it to be their home for life it would 
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be inappropriate for funding to be removed from existing services except in exceptional 

circumstances.  

However, there is an important role for local partnerships in planning for new provision. For 

future years, the local area should ensure a robust wide-reaching mechanism is in place to 

make sure that the health, care and support needs of that place are adequately understood and 

planned for in a way which helps to meet people’s ambitions and needs. Some local areas have 

previously attempted to incorporate housing need into the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 

(JSNA), where there is an opportunity to look at wider determinants of health. Others may see a 

role for the Sustainability and Transformation Plan in understanding local needs and demands 

at the most strategic level. Going beyond this, devolution settlements may see some local areas 

taking on additional freedoms and looking at what is possible for people living in their 

geography. 

Importantly, providers of supported housing see a role for a national framework which could 

pinpoint the outcomes a local area is aiming to achieve through its funding of supported 

housing, while also setting out expected local practice in the distribution of funds. Housing 

associations would be happy to work with the Government and its partners in establishing the 

parameters for such a framework. 

The Government’s proposed model is solely focused on housing costs yet support is an 

important element of the total funding package for supported housing. Consideration should be 

given to how support funding can be put on a surer footing, alongside funding for housing costs, 

to ensure that local needs can be appropriately met. This is explored further as part of our 

response to question 11. 

Variation in LHA rates mean that the local role in administering this funding will vary greatly 

across the country. A higher level of LHA would allow a more consistent approach and there 

would still be a clear role for local collaboration and joint commissioning, as there is under the 

current system with the local commissioning of support services. A higher level of LHA would 

allow local authorities to concentrate effort and resources on schemes with higher costs.  

 

Q3. How can we ensure that local allocation of funding by local authorities matches local need 

for supported housing across all client groups? 

We are pleased that the Government has recognised the importance of supported housing by 

protecting the level of funding it receives. This is important at a national level but equally 

important at a local level. The local pot will be used to pay essential housing costs for 
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vulnerable people and local allocations should be based upon the existing costs found in 

existing schemes currently funded through Housing Benefit.  

It is very difficult for housing associations to lower even further what are already regulated 

rents. Rent levels are set to cover the cost of managing, maintaining and servicing any loans on 

the building. Service charges are subject to strict rules and are used to cover very specific costs 

associated with the building. There is therefore very limited scope for landlords to vary the 

housing costs that this system is intended to cover and it is essential that local authorities have 

the funding they need to cover the cost of existing services from day one of the new system. 

Government research acknowledges it is difficult to estimate the current Housing Benefit spend 

on supported and sheltered housing, and a variety of data sources should be used in order to 

build up the most accurate picture possible. This should include data from providers on actual 

rent and Housing Benefit eligible services charges. 

The Federation and our members are clear that the allocation of funding to local areas should 

match funding for existing provision. This is vital to ensure the smooth transition to the new 

system and equal access to services for vulnerable people across the country. If a higher level 

of LHA was available, then this would reduce the complexity of sizing the local pot and the risk 

of local allocations not meeting need.  

There is a supply gap of nearly 17,000 homes for working age people in need of supported 

housing. This is set to more than double by 2020/21. This increasing shortfall means that 

potential savings to the public purse are not being realised. Sitra estimates that if no action is 

taken to meet the shortfall in supported housing then by 2020/21 the cost to the taxpayer would 

be £668m per year, and a cumulative cost of just over £2.7bn from 2016/17 to 2020/21. This 

includes additional costs related to an increased use of health or criminal justice services if 

someone is homeless or living in accommodation without the support they need, and the cost of 

additional time spent in hospital or in care homes9. 

The importance of certainty 

Housing associations across the country report having cancelled or put on hold new 

developments of supported housing due to uncertainty around the availability of revenue 

funding. In order to work effectively and smooth the transition between the old and new 

systems the local pot needs to be able to increase to fund new developments that will meet the 

growing shortfall in supply. Local strategic planning should map current supply and future 

                                                      
9 SITRA research for the National Housing Federation, Strengthening the case for supported housing: the 

cost consequences 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/strengthening-the-case-for-supported-housing-the-cost-consequences/
http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/strengthening-the-case-for-supported-housing-the-cost-consequences/
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demand and local partners (for example from health and criminal justice) should agree a long-

term approach and strategic priorities, including gaps in supply.  

If the right level of certainty is not built into the new system, it risks creating a disincentive for 

providers and lenders to build new homes in low-value areas, as they will deem it less risky to 

invest in higher-value areas where housing costs will be covered in full via the benefits system. 

The significant variation in the LHA cap across the country means that the new system for 

funding supported and sheltered housing will operate very differently in different parts of the 

country. Some tenants will continue to see all their housing costs met by the benefit system. 

Others will be dependent on the localised system to top-up a very large proportion of their 

housing costs. Vulnerable tenants on a low income need the security that appropriate housing 

costs will be met regardless of where they live and what the corresponding level of LHA is. 

Their certainty should not be impacted in any way by whether they live in a high or low value 

area.  

Within the new funding model housing costs will be met in most cases through a combination of 

benefit funding via Universal Credit and a localised top-up. Universal Credit operates very 

differently to Housing Benefit and these changes will need to be considered in the development 

of the new approach. Some service charges which are currently met via Housing Benefit, for 

example the cost of security in some schemes, may not be eligible for funding via Universal 

Credit. These are essential costs in some services and providers will need to be assured that 

they will be met within the new model. This may mean that some services will need to rely on 

the localised pot to meet these costs even when their other housing costs fall beneath the LHA 

cap. Further work is needed to identify these costs and ensure that the localised top-up fund is 

appropriately sized. 

 

Q4. 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)? 

We have significant reservations about how an approach to meeting housing costs through a 

combination of benefits and local funding will operate. The variation in LHA rates across the 

country means that we believe that vulnerable people are best protected by retaining an 

entitlement within their benefit that gives them more security over being able to pay for the 

housing they need. The new system risks a postcode lottery of access to appropriate housing 

for older people in particular.  
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We welcome the ring-fence around the local top-up fund for supported and sheltered housing 

costs. However, this may not be sufficient to give providers and lenders the confidence they 

need to continue to run and invest in supported and sheltered housing. Ministers have shown a 

strong commitment to the value of these schemes and the need to encourage new supply. 

Consideration must be given to how the ring-fence could be strengthened to ensure providers 

are able to secure the loans needed to build these schemes. 

Given the vulnerability of the ring-fence around the funding, long-term statutory duties could 

form an important level of protection for vulnerable people. For example, this could be done by 

including a duty to assess and plan for the provision of supported housing in line with local need 

in future legislation. This might see local authorities being required to develop a local 

supported housing strategy, in partnership with other key agencies, to inform the 

commissioning of services and be held accountable for implementation. It is important that 

local authorities demonstrate a good understanding of the different client groups, levels of 

need at a local level, and the actual costs of housing provision. 

A system that includes a discretionary funding pot brings with it the risk that local authorities 

may be forced to make difficult decisions around the use of this funding. This may see some 

schemes and client groups prioritised over others. The Government needs to undertake a high-

level impact assessment to consider the potential consequences of such an approach. Further 

research is required to consider whether there are particular groups that should be given 

greater statutory protection. 

The localised funding pot is to be used to meet housing costs in supported and sheltered 

housing. It is important that the Government is clear that this does not include meeting the 

housing cost of temporary accommodation which is currently funded via a different mechanism. 

The ring-fenced pot should not be used to fund additional provision outside of supported and 

sheltered housing. 

 

Q5. 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? 

The local system needs clear, nationally set expectations around planning, funding and 

monitoring. These are necessary to meet the Government's objective of ensuring that 

vulnerable people in all parts of the country receive both the support and housing that they 

need. The obligations on local authorities around planning should be strengthened and the 

Federation recommends that a new statutory duty should be introduced. This should set out a 

new duty to assess and plan for the provision of supported housing in line with existing and 
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future housing need in a local area. This would be most effectively carried out alongside 

planning to meet the care and health needs of local communities but housing should not be 

viewed as a subsidiary of social care. It is essential that planning to meet the housing needs of 

vulnerable people is a clear obligation in the new system. 

Many Federation members have voiced concerns about the potential for local authorities to cut 

funding for schemes for particular groups from 2019 even if the overall local funding for 

services is ring-fenced. Services for people who struggle to show a local connection or who are 

less likely to attract popular support within local communities are felt to be at risk of cuts. This 

includes services for ex-offenders, ex-servicemen, people who use drugs or alcohol and single 

homeless people. Preventative services for people with lower support needs are also 

potentially at risk as there is a danger that local authorities concentrate limited funding on 

providing alternatives to residential care for people with very high care and support needs. 

Local authorities need to have some flexibility to properly manage the local pot but this should 

not extend to the ability to cease funding schemes for some groups in the expectation that 

these people will move elsewhere and become someone else's problem.  

This funding is to meet housing costs within supported and sheltered housing. This type of 

housing provides a stable and suitable environment to allow people to live as independently as 

possible and, depending on people’s support needs, to help them build up life skills to allow the 

transition to greater independence in a new tenancy with less or no support. Local roles and 

responsibilities for the new system must be shaped around supporting the market to continue 

to deliver these key objectives. This means focusing on quality of housing, affordability, safety 

and security for tenants and local communities, and preventing people from needing more 

costly services or spiralling back down in to homelessness or chaotic or destructive lives.  

The key savings that accrue to the public purse from supported and sheltered housing are 

around the preventative role. For older people, the annual saving to the taxpayer through 

reduced reliance on health and social care services is estimated at around £3,000 per person. 

For people with learning disabilities and mental health issues, the annual saving per person 

rises to between £12,500 and £15,50010. Supporting this preventative role must be the starting 

point of the new system. 

The case study below provides an example of the essential preventative role played by 

supported housing. 

                                                      
10 Frontier Economics, Financial benefits of investment in specialist housing for vulnerable and older people: a 

report for the Homes and Communities Agency 

https://www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdfhttps:/www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf
https://www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdfhttps:/www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf
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The significance of the funding stream locally will vary in inverse proportion to the level of LHA 

locally. There will be a much greater reliance on a local top-up fund in lower value areas. For 

example, Federation analysis indicates that 95% of supported and sheltered homes in the East 

Midlands are affected compared to 49% in the South East. Nine out of ten tenants who receive 

Housing Benefit in the North East, East Midlands, the North West, and Yorkshire and the 

Humber will have to rely on the local pot for funding from April 201911.  

We are clear that the Government should consider introducing a higher cap for supported 

housing to reduce the negative impact this significant regional variation is likely to have. In 

addition to this, the nationally set expectations should seek to redress the consequences of this 

regional imbalance as far as possible by establishing clear boundaries around how the money 

                                                      
11 National Housing Federation, The variable impact of the LHA cap across different areas 

Case study: Winter Pressures, Accord Group 

Winter Pressures is a joint partnership between the Accord Group and the local NHS Trust, 

which aims to reduce the number of ambulance attendances and in-patient bed days 

experienced by Accord Group residents. The initiative was trialled at Bennet House, a care 

home for 45 people in the West Midlands. 

The partnership provided the Home with access to NHS Telford & Wrekin Case Managers 

and a Clinical Nurse Advisor who could: 

 provide expertise to advise how to proactively manage Bennett House residents’ 

medical and nursing needs 

 train and empower carers in the provision of high-quality care for residents with 

long-term conditions or acute illnesses. 

The training included recognising early signs of illnesses, indications of when residents 

need medical intervention, how to provide quality end of life care, as well as practical skills 

in areas such as blood pressure monitoring and urinalysis. 

This led to reductions in emergency hospital admissions, ambulance attendances, accident 

and emergency attendances, hospital bed days and the number of GP visits. The reductions 

in accident and emergency attendances and hospital admissions alone equated to cost 

savings of £67,332 during the three month initial evaluation period (December 2010–

February 2011). 

More detail about the Winter Pressures initiative can be found on our website. 

http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/the-variable-impact-of-the-lha-cap-across-different-areas/
http://www.housing.org.uk/topics/health-care-and-housing/what-do-good-partnerships-look-like/partnership-case-studies/accord-group-winter-pressures-partnership-case-study/
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can be used and setting firm expectations around identifying and meeting need, administration, 

and funding for existing services and new services. 

Housing providers see huge value in consistency of systems across the country. Consistency 

can help reduce administration costs and help give providers confidence to continue to invest in 

this market. It is also important to consumers, the great majority of whom have a long-term 

need for housing with support. The new system should allow people to move across local 

authority boundaries with the confidence that their housing costs will continue to be funded 

regardless of the LHA rate in the new area. 

It is important to reflect on the use of 'commissioning'12 in the context of the new system and 

examine in detail the range of different types of housing costs that need to be covered. Local 

authorities are familiar with the practice of commissioning care, support and other services and 

controlling outcomes, quality and value for money through a procurement process and contract 

with a provider. However, much of the money to be transferred over into the local pot currently 

pays for fixed costs relating to the rent and service charge for a property. These include lift 

repair and maintenance, security and the costs of maintaining communal areas. In low-value 

areas it may also include an element of the rent because the building is of higher standard than 

the bottom third of the local private sector market.  

Careful thought needs to be given to the appropriate 'commissioning' arrangements for these 

fixed and regulated costs and the potential impact on the supported housing market. A 

procurement process would achieve little within the regulated social housing sector as rents 

are already controlled and landlords will be very reluctant to be forced into complicated 

arrangements with other providers over the issue of the maintenance of the lift or the security 

of their building. There are a number of models used across the social housing sector whereby 

specialist managing agents run services from buildings owned by social landlords. 

Responsibility for all aspects of the service and management of the building are agreed 

between the two parties. Introducing a competitive procurement process into these 

arrangements could result in the involvement of another third party and further monitoring on 

behalf of the landlord, who will want to check on the standard of service being provided as it is 

fundamental to the upkeep of the building.  

All aspects of the design of the new system need scrutiny in terms of the impact on the market, 

and in particular the housing association sector which is such a significant provider of 

supported and sheltered housing. A huge amount of work remains to be done to explore the 

                                                      
12 Commissioning is the local authority’s cyclical activity to assess the needs of its local population for care and 

support services that will be arranged by the authority, then designing, delivering, monitoring and evaluating those 

services to ensure appropriate outcomes. ADASS/University of Birmingham, Commissioning for better outcomes: a 

route map 

https://www.adass.org.uk/media/4576/commissioning-for-better-outcomes-a-route-map-301014.pdf
https://www.adass.org.uk/media/4576/commissioning-for-better-outcomes-a-route-map-301014.pdf
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impact of various models of commissioning or funding services in the new system. We believe 

the starting principles should be:  

 a system that is able to identify and pay appropriate housing costs over a long-term 

period 

 recognition that these are fixed housing costs 

 consistency across local authorities 

 simplicity and minimal administration costs 

 monitoring that does not attempt to duplicate existing regulation within the sector and 

recognises the status of registered providers. 

 

Q6. For local authority respondents, what administrative impact and specific tasks might this 

new role involve for your local authority? 

We do not represent local authorities so are not in a position to respond to this question. 

 

Q7. 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? 

Registered providers of supported housing are already subject to monitoring and regulation for 

areas of their business relating to housing and/or care provision. For example, the HCA 

regulates social housing providers in England. The HCA (and any successor body) does this to 

protect social housing assets and ensure that the taxpayers’ investment in those homes is 

protected. In addition, the Care Quality Commission (CQC) takes the role of making sure health 

and social care services provide people with safe and effective care.  

For this reason, it will be important to ensure that any new oversight measures are 

proportionate and relate only to the additional cost of providing supported and sheltered 

housing. The national framework should set out clear expectations about appropriate and 

proportionate monitoring for parts of the sector. Local authorities should be able to 

concentrate their attention on services with the highest costs and/or where the quality or 

strategic relevance of the service is a concern.  

Any deeper understanding of the quality and outcomes delivered for individuals should be 

linked to the support services provided, which are already subject to outcome measurements 

associated with the funding stream. It is through the delivery of these specialist services, and 

not through the delivery of the building alone, that outcomes can be improved for individuals.  
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Federation members supported the principle that outcomes for individual services were best 

monitored at a local level within the context of locally set strategic objectives. Existing 

frameworks (for example the Quality Assessment Framework) should be used.  

Over the transitional period there will be a need for more intensive evaluation and monitoring of 

the impact of the new system to assess the impact on vulnerable people and whether the new 

scheme is meeting the Government’s objectives. Over the longer term local authorities should 

report back to national government on the administration and high-level outcomes achieved 

under the new system.  

 

Q8. 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? 

It is very welcome to see the Government's recognition of the importance of provider confidence 

in the new system and the positive role that certainty can play. Certainty around funding allows 

housing providers to plan long-term investment in services, existing buildings and new supply. 

It reduces the risk to lenders which allows housing associations to borrow at more favourable 

rates, thus reducing the overall costs over the lifetime of a scheme. 

The value of certainty and simplicity within the new system goes beyond the need to persuade 

providers to stay or expand in this market. Tenants, and in particular older people or people 

with long-term support needs, should be able to have confidence that they will continue to be 

able to live in their home for as long as needed. There is a danger that people will be reluctant 

to move into new housing schemes if they have long-term concerns over the affordability of the 

rent and this could leave people in hospital, residential care or unsafe housing. People across 

England need access to quality and appropriate supported and sheltered housing including in 

areas where LHA rates are low, and it is important for the new system to be able to deliver 

certainty in all types of housing market. 

The current system of rents and service charges funded by Housing Benefit for tenants on low 

incomes has provided both flexibility and long-term certainty. Revenue funding is able to deal 

with expanding need and new supply, and for registered providers costs are controlled through 

regulated rents and eligibility rules around service charges. There is no need for a costly 

retendering exercise every three years. The new system should replicate the best features of 

the old and we believe this is most efficiently done through a higher level of payment through 

the benefits system and higher levels of capital funding to encourage new supply.  
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A ring-fence around any local funding is an important safeguard to encourage providers and 

lenders to continue to invest in supported and sheltered housing moving forward into the more 

uncertain system from 2019. A strong ring-fence is needed to secure the funding for housing 

costs for people with support needs. There is great concern across the housing association 

sector over the longevity of this ring-fence and the possibility that in the near future local 

authorities will have complete discretion over spending in this area. 

This means that providers are faced not only with the uncertainty of local discretionary decision 

making within a ring-fenced local pot, but that they must also plan for the prospect of local 

funding with no ring-fence. 

Housing associations remain concerned that the proposed funding model does not provide the 

certainty they need to invest in future schemes. The case study below provides an example of a 

scheme that won’t go ahead under the current system. 

 

As stated earlier in this document in our response to question three, the basis of the local 

allocation should be the existing costs found in existing schemes currently funded through 

Housing Benefit. In order to work effectively and smooth the transition between the old and new 

systems the local pot needs to be able to increase rather than just flex to fund new 

developments. This increase should be based on an accurate count of pipeline developments 

already agreed in line with local strategic needs assessments. If the pot is not able to flex in 

this way local authorities in low-value areas will have to close existing schemes in order to fund 

new schemes. In areas where a greater proportion of the funding comes through the benefits 

system, the pressure will not exist in the same way. 

The initial allocation of local funding, the length of the allocation and the ability of the pot to 

expand to meet new needs will all impact on provider confidence. However much more is 

needed to ensure that housing associations stay in this market and bring forward new supply. 

Case study: EMH Group 

The EMH Group had strong strategic support to build a 60 unit extra care scheme in Ashby 

and the scheme had strong, in principle, support to receive funding. 

However, EMH were forced to withdraw their funding bid as the current funding proposal 

does not provide a sufficient guarantee of future funding. Under the current proposal the 

scheme is unviable and would likely make a loss. 

If the new funding model is able to provide sufficient certainty, for example by adopting a 

higher LHA cap, then it is conceivable that this scheme, and others like it, could still go 

ahead. 
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The national framework should set out expectations on local authorities to offer long-term 

agreements to providers that reflect the need for tenants and lenders to have long-term 

security over funding to cover rents. The level of security and form it needs to take will look 

different across different types of scheme and in different housing markets. Capital funding 

through the HCA also needs to be able to flex to reflect the different costs across different types 

of schemes. 

We do not believe that it is necessary to put certainty for providers and consumers in opposition 

to flexibility for local authorities. Both are needed in order for the system to deliver the 

Government objectives and respond to local conditions and markets. The list set out below in 

response to question nine outlines how key protections included as part of a national 

framework could address some of the uncertainty for providers and tenants within the new 

system. 

The announcement of the LHA cap in 2015 caused many providers to put new developments on 

hold. An examination of the bids to the Department of Health/HCA Care and Support 

Specialised Housing fund would be helpful in examining the current appetite for developing 

schemes, however it should be noted that bids to this fund can be indicative. If secure revenue 

funding for a scheme is not available, then the scheme will not go ahead and capital funding will 

be handed back.  

 

Q9. 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? 

A national commissioning framework and national guidance and grant conditions should set out 

how the local system should fund actual housing costs within schemes. This could go some way 

to offering consumers and housing providers more certainty over how the new system will 

operate and ensuring consistency across the country. This framework should set out 

responsibilities around identifying need and planning for future need, funding for existing 

services, procurement rules, contracts and grants to providers, appropriate national and local 

monitoring for outcomes and the role of different types of provider within the sector. It should 

include the process of review that local authorities should go through before changing the 

amount of money available to a scheme, and appropriate timescales for any changes in funding 

and decommissioning of services. 

An effective national framework is essential to try and smooth the introduction of the new 

scheme. Given the lack of experience within local authorities around the country and the risk 
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for vulnerable people of losing their home, it is important for that the national framework sets 

out key protections for tenants. These could include: 

 transitional protection so that existing tenants can continue to afford the rent and 

service charge on their homes 

 protection for existing services unless there are explicit concerns over quality or 

excessive cost 

 a clear process to decommission services where there are concerns 

 a national system of means testing for housing costs paid through local funding with 

people in receipt of certain benefits able to passport onto the new system 

 local commitment to providing services across client groups in line with local housing 

needs assessments 

 minimum standards of accommodation 

 full funding for eligible housing costs so the scheme continues to be affordable for 

people on low incomes 

 the right for tenants to move to a new local authority if they choose to 

 appropriate monitoring and quality standards 

 safeguards for people living in short-term services 

 equal access to services across England 

 a requirement for the local authority to consider the availability of suitable alternative 

accommodation before reducing funding or closing schemes 

 no reduction in funding without a review of actual costs. 

We can only touch upon the range of issues that the national framework should address. This 

issue needs further detailed exploration and different models should be tested so that we have 

a much more robust understanding of the most effective systems. 

 

Q10. 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? 

Hundreds of thousands of people living in supported and sheltered housing face a significant 

cut in their income in April 2019 when the LHA cap will apply to all tenants in supported and 

sheltered housing. The majority of these people live in sheltered housing or specialist housing 

for people with disabilities and have moved in expecting to be able to live there for as long as 

the housing continues to meet their needs. The new system must recognise the need to protect 

these existing tenants as well as existing shorter term schemes.  

Current levels of funding must be maintained unless there are explicit concerns about the 

quality of the service or greatly excessive costs. Local authorities should consider the 

availability of suitable alternative accommodation for tenants before any planned withdrawal of 

funding from a scheme. 
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It will be very difficult for local authorities to understand appropriate housing costs across a 

variety of housing schemes within the new system. The current system expects regulated 

providers to give a clear breakdown of benefit-eligible costs split between the rent and the 

service charge. Given the predominance of housing associations and local authorities as 

providers, this breakdown of costs could be used to give local authorities some understanding 

of what the funding is paying for. Local authorities could then concentrate resources on 

investigating schemes where costs were not transparent or were way above what the authority 

would expect to pay for that type of service. There are many legitimate reasons why costs vary 

between similar schemes but local authorities need something against which they can 

benchmark. 

If we do not achieve a smooth transition from the existing to the new system we risk 

jeopardising the lives of vulnerable people, putting local health and social care services under 

pressure, and losing buildings that are extremely difficult and expensive to replace. A national 

framework and protection for existing tenants can go some way to mitigating this risk, however 

we believe that the best way to reduce the risks of transition in all parts of the country would be 

to explore the option of introducing either one or a range of higher caps for supported and 

sheltered housing. This would help to address regional disparities and would reduce the 

numbers of people affected by the changes, meaning the local funding pot would be focused on 

more specialist services where costs are significantly higher than LHA levels. 

We would also recommend piloting any new system. The timetable for the reforms is partly 

driven by the timetable for the rollout of Universal Credit but this only applies to people of 

working age. An alternative approach to piloting could be to introduce it first for the smaller 

number of working age people while allowing older people to continue to claim their housing 

costs for sheltered housing through the benefits system. 

 

Q11. 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 review of funding for supported and sheltered housing offers a real opportunity to consider 

how customers can be put at the heart of service design and delivery. Providers of supported 

and sheltered housing have a strong track record of delivering personalised services which 

allow people the choice and control that they need to improve their health and independence. A 

key part of delivering this is the support and care services which are often integral to the 

overall supported housing offer. The case study below from South Yorkshire Housing 

Association provides an example of how housing associations are currently working in 

partnership with local healthcare providers to deliver these personalised services. 
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This consultation focuses on the important question of how the housing costs of supported and 

sheltered housing can continue to be funded at current levels, in a way which meets the 

Government’s requirements around understanding what is being provided and controlling 

future spending. However, it is equally important to consider the service user perspective and 

how people can have choice and control over their home and where they live.  

Huge progress has been made in the last thirty years over the range of housing options for 

people with support needs. People who would previously have been expected to live in more 

institutional settings can now live as part of their local community. Standards are now 

significantly higher as a result of public investment in homes and buildings. The new system 

needs to be able continue to support innovation and people’s aspiration to have choice and 

control over their lives. Fundamental to meeting these aspirations is ensuring that we have 

enough homes and the right range of services in all parts of the country. 

There needs to follow a fundamental review of how the Government can best meet the costs 

associated with providing support services, in order to ensure that this element is equipped to 

meet the needs and aspirations of customers and communities. Funding for support services 

forms a key component of a viable supported housing model and in many ways it is currently at 

risk as local authorities find themselves taking tough decisions in the face of ever-tightening 

budgets. 

Case study: Living Well partnership, South Yorkshire Housing Association 

South Yorkshire Housing Association and Sheffield Health and Social Care Trust are 

working in partnership to restore opportunities to vulnerable mental health patients who 

previously had few options.  

Together, this partnership has enabled 26 patients to return to a home of their own 

following long stays on out of city mental health wards. It has achieved a 97% reduction in 

hospital stays. Overall, use of expensive out of city placements is down by 94%. The 

number of acute inpatient stays in Sheffield has dropped by 40%, enabling cuts to bed 

numbers. The resulting £2m saving is now invested in further community mental health 

treatment, increasing home support to prevent crises. In addition, patient’s independence 

and resilience has flourished, with a further 47% reduction in wrap around support. 

This partnership has reshaped Sheffield’s mental health rehabilitation pathway. Now, 

housing plays a vital role in empowering patients to live independent healthy, happy lives.  

More information about the Living Well partnership can be found on South Yorkshire 

Housing Association’s website. 

https://www.syha.co.uk/livewell/living-well/
https://www.syha.co.uk/livewell/living-well/
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The Federation is of the view that the costs of providing support services should be funded from 

a central government budget, into which different departments could contribute and set the 

outcomes they would like to see for the money that they are putting in.  

 

Q12. 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 transitional services often provide very high levels of short-term support to people 

experiencing extremely difficult life events. They help residents stabilise their situation, tackle 

their immediate issues, and develop their resilience to move onto more permanent 

accommodation. Transitional services also include accommodation that acts as a ‘stepping 

stone’ helping someone move from one environment, for example a hospital, to a settled home. 

Examples of this type of provision include refuges, homelessness hostels and young people’s 

services.  

We have consulted extensively with our members to gather views on how emergency and short-

term accommodation should be defined and funded. The overarching message we have 

received is the importance of certainty of income, for residents and providers, and the concerns 

our members have about any significant move away from meeting the housing costs of these 

services via the benefits system. A wholly localised system of funding for short-term services 

carries with it a high level of risk. If the revenue funding is insecure and subject to short term 

decision making, schemes will close and the cost of borrowing to fund new schemes will 

escalate. It also puts the vital decision about providing refuges and hostels entirely in the hands 

of the local authority.  

There is already patchy provision of services across the country and a fully localised system 

could increase this inequality if local authorities seek to move people out of an area rather than 

provide appropriate services. Members have expressed significant concerns about being reliant 

on a wholly local or wholly national capped pot to meet all their housing costs, which would see 

these services moving to a much more uncertain funding environment than that proposed for 

longer-term services. 

Members also told us they were concerned about any approach that would remove residents’ 

benefit entitlement. At the same time, we recognise that there are particular challenges around 

meeting housing costs via Universal Credit within short-term services. These include waiting 

periods and payment schedules which will provide significant challenges to providers because 

of the shorter length of time customers stay in this accommodation. Given the challenges we 

would like to see the following changes to the way Universal Credit operates: 
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 shorter assessment periods for people living in supported housing so that benefit 

payments can more accurately reflect the length of stay in the scheme 

 training for Job Centre Plus staff on issues facing homeless and vulnerable people 

 automatic and efficient payment of housing costs to the landlord for people living in 

transitional services 

 amended guidance on the eligibility of service charges found in supported housing for 

Universal Credit 

 access to information, support and advice for vulnerable people 

 access to support so that people are able to access digital services or use appropriate 

alternative channels to make and manage their claim for Universal Credit 

 better data sharing between social landlords and the Department for Work and 

Pensions. 

We would therefore like to see transitional services funded in the same way as longer-term 

supported housing with benefit funding provided up to the level of an appropriate cap and 

topped up by the local funding pot. To ensure that providers are not financially penalised when 

residents move on within a matter of days or weeks there would need to be either (a) the 

changes outlined above in the way Universal Credit operates or (b) additional funding via the 

localised pot, to bridge this shortfall. 

When considering the most appropriate definition of short term emergency services, some of 

our members have felt that the key driver should be the length of stay and others have felt that 

this should be the purpose of the accommodation. We believe that the most appropriate 

definition of short-term services is dependent on the funding approach that is being considered. 

Should an approach that incorporates a mixture of benefit funding and a localised pot be 

adopted, as outlined above, then we believe that the definition should incorporate any 

accommodation that is designed to be occupied for up to two years. Should a wholly localised 

approach be adopted then we believe this should be limited only to very short-term services, 

such as night shelters and refuges, to ensure that only the smallest number of residents and 

providers are exposed to the level of risk this approach would bring. In such an approach these 

services would be funded on an individual or block contract basis, but wholly locally, so long as 

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

We are supportive of a range of piloted approaches including ones where local authorities have 

control over a wider range of commissioning. This might include testing a wholly localised 

funding system where housing associations and local authorities already have an excellent 

working relationship. This would only be appropriate in areas where devolution settlements 

give local areas these additional freedoms and, for the reasons outlined above, is not an 

approach we would support across the whole country. 
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