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Clerk: Lisa Antrobus, Governance Support
Telephone: 01803 207013 Town Hall
E-mail address: governance.support@torbay.gov.uk Castle Circus
Date: Thursday, 06 September 2018 Torquay
TQ1 3DR

Dear Member
HOUSING COMMITTEE - WEDNESDAY, 12 SEPTEMBER 2018

| am now able to enclose, for consideration at the Wednesday, 12 September 2018
meeting of the Housing Committee, the following reports that were unavailable when the
agenda was printed.

Agenda No Item Page
5. Housing First (Pages 16 - 70)
6. Housing Strategy Action Plan (Pages 71 - 80)
7. Housing Performance (Pages 81 - 95)

Yours sincerely

Lisa Antrobus
Clerk

15


mailto:democratic.services@torbay.gov.uk

Agenda Iltem 5

ORBAY

COUNCIL ~

Meeting: Housing Committee Date: 12 September 2018
Wards Affected: All
Report Title: System change for Vulnerable Adults with Complex Needs

Officer Contact Details: Debbie Freeman, Strategic Commissioning Officer, 01803
208729, debbie.freeman@torbay.gov.uk

1. Background

Torbay has seen rising numbers of people presenting to the Council as homeless, and
rising numbers of rough sleepers. Official counts of rough sleepers conducted for MHCLG
have seen numbers rise from 5 in 2013, to 24 in 2017. Surveys carried out by volunteers
as part of the Torbay End Street Homelessness Campaign, found 29 people in April 2017
and 38 people in February 2018 sleeping on the streets in Torbay.

Alongside this, anti-social behaviour in Torquay town centre has risen, leading to a visible
street population that causes concern for local businesses and the community. While not
all anti-social street activity can be attributed to rough sleepers, the concentration of
services for people who are homeless in Torquay town centre adds to the difficulties of
preventing anti- social behaviour in the town centre, and is a potential block to town centre
regeneration.

The current ‘'system’ around adults who are homeless in Torbay involves the Council’s
Housing Options team, and commissioned/grant funded services. At present, people who
present to the Council’'s Housing Options team may be placed in temporary/emergency

accommodation whilst a decision around statutory duty is made. People/families to whom
the Council has a duty will receive assistance with housing. Single homeless people with
complex needs, or who are not owed a duty by the Council, are placed in the Leonard
Stocks hostel.

People may also enter the system through the outreach team, who connect with people on
the streets with a view to accommodating them. They may be initially housed within Safe
Space, a separate unit in the Leonard Stocks building, which immediately accommodates
the most vulnerable rough sleepers whilst a housing solution is found.

The current position is that whilst the system works for a majority of people, a large
proportion of the most entrenched individuals are not maintaining accommodation, and
are repeat users of the system (for data, see appendix 1). This is not only difficult for
them as individuals, often resulting in an escalation of existing health conditions and social
care needs, but it also impacts on the community, and wider services.

forward thinking, people orientated, adaptable - always with integrity.




2. Recommendation

That members endorse the approach and actions outlined in the report for
implementing system change together with local health, social care and criminal justice
partners to support some of the most vulnerable people in Torbay. This will support
homeless people with the most complex mental and physical health needs to access
and sustain suitable accommodation. Stable housing with support will improve health,
social care, recovery, access to employment and life chances for people with complex
needs and reduce anti-social street activity and criminal justice interventions.

3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

‘Housing First’

Torbay Council has agreed to adopt Housing First, a new approach that has
evidenced successful outcomes internationally for repeat users of services. The
traditional approach (which we use in Torbay) is to house people in a hostel until

they are ‘ready’ to move into their own accommodation. People are expected to
start addressing their drug and alcohol use, debts, mental and physical health

needs, legal issues etc. to prove that they are ‘ready’ to move on. The hostel

environment is often not the best place to address these issues and as a result,
some of our most complex and entrenched rough sleepers, as well as people with
particular needs, and often women, may refuse hostel accommodation.

Housing First takes a different approach; the model sees stable housing as the
key to people being able to address issues such as poor mental and physical
health, drug and alcohol use and legal issues. In this model, those the current
system fails, resulting in patterns of repeat homelessness are instead placed
straight into stable housing with personal, intensive, non-time limited support.

This model originated in the USA and has also been successful in Europe.
Housing First has central government support and MHCLG are currently funding
3 Housing First pilot areas in the UK; Birmingham, Liverpool and Manchester.

In order to assess the feasibility of Housing First in Torbay the Nationwide
Foundation provided Shekinah, in partnership with Torbay Council and Westward
Housing with funding commission Crisis, the national homelessness charity, to
undertake a feasibility study around Housing First in Torbay. The Crisis report is
included as Appendix 2

4. Summary of Crisis report

4.1

4.2

Crisis reviewed data from Housing Options as well as Commissioned and grant
funded services, spoke to stakeholders and people who are experiencing
homelessness, considered finances, and current national and international policy
and good practice around homelessness.

They found pockets of good practice in Torbay. However, they found that the

‘system’ of services around homelessness in Torbay is fragmented, the
percentage of single people being placed into temporary accommodation is

2
Page 17



4.3

4.4

AN

extremely high compared to the rest of England, the level of complexity of rough
sleepers is increasing, and in the last year around 50% of people who entered the
hostel had been there previously.

The report proposes using Housing First to work with the most complex repeat
rough sleepers who have been homeless for an extended period of time. However,
Crisis recommends that simply using Housing First as a ‘bolt on’ service to current
provision will not be effective. This is because our current system does not prevent
people’s needs escalating — we do not work with people early enough and
therefore they get to a point where they need intensive, expensive services. This
would mean that there would be a constant flow of people with complex needs
requiring Housing First. A strategic overview of multiple and complex needs and
proposed governance arrangements, reporting to Torbay’s Health and Wellbeing
Board, was approved by the Council’s Senior Leadership Team and is included as
Appendix 3.

To address this, Crisis recommend work across the system to focus resources on
addressing peoples’ needs before they escalate, to create a system where:

e People are prevented from becoming homeless,

e People who have become homeless are housed rapidly and if needed, given
small amounts of support to help them maintain tenancies.

e Only the small amount of people with the most complex needs are given a
Housing First service

The system change towards Housing First and Rapid Re-Housing will be a long term

project over 5 years and will require additional funding. An initial £500,000 has been

committed by the Council to start the Housing First service, and additional funding
for other elements of system change are being sought from MHCLG, as well as an
exploration of other potential funding sources.

Housing First and Rapid Re-Housing will:

Improve outcomes for the individual in terms of tenancy sustainment

Improve value for money from in house and commissioned services around
homelessness

Improve the Castle Circus area for businesses and the community as services
would not be focused exclusively in that area

The diagram below illustrates system change:
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5. Implementation of Housing First/Rapid Re-Housing in Torbay

5.1 An implementation plan for Housing First system change in Torbay is included as

Appendix 4.

5.2 There are 4 main work streams that will need to be undertaken over the next 5

years in the system change:

Provision of floating support service

AN NN

<\

Creation of Housing First support team(s)

Provision of accommodation finding service/provision of accommodation
Provision of short term emergency accommodation (in alternative location to
Leonard Stocks, outside of town centre

Re focusing Council’'s Housing Options team’s work to focus more on prevention

5.3  The accommodation finding service will be key to system change as finding
accommodation rapidly is the cornerstone of the new approach. One of the major
blockages within the current homelessness system is finding accommodation.
There are very few social tenancies available, and private landlords will often not
accept people in receipt of benefits, or those who have support needs. Both
Leonard Stocks and the outreach team report that difficulties in finding
accommodation are a key reason for people not moving into their own
accommodation from the streets or the hostel.

5.4  An accommodation finding service aims to work with people who would otherwise
struggle to find a home through more usual channels such as lettings agencies.
Accommodation finding services can take many forms, from a simple matching
service which simply holds details of available tenancies and provides these to
tenants, to a social lettings agency. Social lettings agencies have many different
ways of working, such as leasing and managing properties, owning properties, or a
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combination of the two. There are also many examples of innovative schemes
around the country which offer various incentives or guarantees to landlords to
encourage them to work with this group of people. An options appraisal with full
costings for each model will be undertaken.

Appendices

Appendix 1: Data on usage of Leonard Stocks

Appendix 2: Crisis evaluation report on Housing First in Torbay

Appendix 3: Strategic Overview of Multiple and Complex Needs and Proposed
Governance Arrangements (report to SLT)

Appendix 4: Transition Plan for introduction of Housing First/Rapid Re-Housing

5
Page 20



Page 21



Agenda Iltem 5

By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A i
of the Local Government Act 1972. Appendlx 1

Document is Restricted

Page 22



Agenda Iltem 5

s - Appendix 2

Together
we will end
homelessness

—

Housing First
Feasibility
Study

Torbay N

Executive Summary

Chris Hancoc k
Head of Housing, Crisis
May 2018 R
Housing
_— : E i
¢ Nationwide _|shekinah  "ToraaY _ @westward "iis First

"Ll Page 23



vz abed

s [ .

Together
we will end
homelessness

-

Housing First
Feasibility

Study
Torbay )

Executive Summary

Chris Hancock
Head of Housing, Crisis

May 2018 Ho s.ng
usi
— i Europe 1
Nationwide _|shekinah  TORBAY _  @Westward e Firs




Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay Foreword

Foreword from Foreword from John Hamblin,
The Nationwide Foundation Chief Executive of Shekinah

The Nationwide Foundation is pleased to have funded this feasibility study into For over 25 years, Shekinah has been supporting people who are homeless
the potential for Housing First in the Torbay area. We hope that this report will and rough sleeping. During this time we have repeatedly seen the failure of the
provide the evidence needed to influence decision-makers to implement the current accommodation system to support people with multiple and complex
Housing First approach across Torbay. needs. The result has been the creation of a revolving door system where

people are falling in and out of services and are often left with no access to
We funded this study as part of our Decent Affordable Homes strategy, which accommodation. We are hoping that through this Nationwide Foundation funded
aims to increase the availability of decent affordable housing for people in study, Shekinahand its partners can start to realise the aspiration, that everyone
housing need. We supported Shekinah through our Nurturing ldeas to Change deserves a place to call home.

the Housing System programme, which aims to tackle systemic failings in the
housing system.
John Hamblin
As a funder that seeks to facilitate systemic change, we back promising housing CEO Shekinah
ideas, allowing them to be tested, and then help them move through into action,
influence and ultimately widespread implementation. In this instance, while
Housing First has seen great success in North America and Europe, we were
keen to explore its potential in the UK where the approach is still in the early
stages. The particular circumstances in Torbay and the local political appetite to
explore a systems-wide approach to addressing the issue of homelessness for
individuals with complex needs, provided a good testing ground.
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The study provides a comprehensive review of the current services and outlines
the level of investment needed to make the necessary changes. If implemented,
Torbay will improve outcomes for single homeless people, as well as saving
money in the future.

We will be keen to observe the next stages for Torbay as it uses this study to
develop its longer-term housing strategy. As well as having regional impact,
we hope that the study will inform and influence the national approach to the
adoption of Housing First across the UK.

Jonathan Lewis
Programme Manager
The Nationwide Foundation
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Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

Executive
Summary

Background to the Study

Crisis were keen to investigate and evidence how
Housing First and housing-led models of support for
homeless people can be taken to a greater scale in the
UK. In doing this we wanted to see whether the positive
step change in outcomes for homeless people achieved
In the international context can be replicated at home.
Following a wide-ranging study in the Liverpool City
Region (LCR)! which identified significant opportunities
to tackle homelessness and make financial savings we
were keen to see how the approach could have benefits

In other parts of the UK.

An approach from Nationwide
Foundation and Shekinah to undertake
a similar piece of work in Torbay was
therefore a great opportunity to test
this whilst supporting the aim to end
street homelessness in Torbay.

Ultimately, any attempt to provide
Housing First at scale will require full
co-operation from local government
and a range of local agencies.
Knowledge and experience of Housing
First itself is not a prerequisite, but an
appetite for innovation and leadership
in homelessness solutions is vital.
Throughout this study, it has been

evident from the positive reception
the work has received that there is
this appetite for a new way of working
from both statutory and voluntary
sectors in Torbay.

Definitions and Principles

Housing First is a system of support
for homeless people with high and
complex needs which is designed

to deliver a sustainable exit from
homelessness, improve health

and well-being and enable social
integration. Housing First uses ordinary
housing, such as private rented or
social rented homes. It is designed to

1 https://www.crisis.org.uk/ending-homelessness/homelessness-knowledge-hub/housing-models-and-
access/housing-first-feasibility-study-for-liverpool-city-region-2017/

house formerly homeless people with
high needs in their own, settled homes
as quickly as possible. Support, is then
provided to work towards a permanent
exit from homelessness (where
possible) in the person’'s own home.

For Torbay, we are proposing a model
in which Housing First is focused on
those with high and complex needs,
but within a 'housing-led’ system

in which all those experiencing or
threatened with homelessness are
resettled as quickly as possible in their
own tenancies, with support to be
provided where needed.

We are also proposing that prevention
and housing options services will

also need to adopt the principles

of Housing First if the adoption of a
Housing First approach is to lead to

a sustainable and long-lasting end

to homelessness. This will require
significant cultural and system change
across all services, both statutory

and voluntary, involved in supporting
homeless people.

The UK Housing First principles, which
we are working to in this study, are:?

1. People have a right to a home

2. Flexible support is provided for as
long as it is needed (in the case
of those who are initially assessed
as needing lower level floating
support, this can be increased or
extended where necessary)

. Housing and support are separated

. Individuals have choice and control

. An active engagement approach
is used

6. The service is based on people’s

strengths, goals and aspirations
7. A harm reduction approach is used

[S2 R SN O]
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Executive Summary

Context to Housing First

Housing First has achieved marked
success in a number of cities and
states across North America and
Europe.?4 In the UK, a number of small
scale Housing First programmes are
up and running, but not at a scale
that would allow for the approach to
be tested as an alternative to existing
models of provision, or as a model
that might encourage the necessary
wider system change needed to end
homelessness for good.

This is not to say that there is a lack
of interest in the wider potential

of Housing First, indeed many
organisations are taking a keen
interest,®> and much of the European
academic expertise resides in the UK.
It is therefore a very positive step

that the study in the Liverpool City
Region has informed the Westminster
government commitment of
£28million to support the adoption
of Housing First in Liverpool, Greater
Manchester and the West Midlands.®
There are therefore clear opportunities
for any work in Torbay to be of benefit
locally but also to inform the national
approach as to how Housing First
may work outside large urban areas.
We would hope that Torbay would
therefore, rightly, benefit from the
increased government interest in
Housing First by getting ahead in
their plans.

Objectives of the Torbay Study

The main objective of this study was
to produce a theoretical model for the
Torbay Region which sets out how a
Housing First approach can become
the default housing option for single
homeless people rough-sleeping or at
risk of rough-sleeping across Torbay.

https://www.homeless.org.uk/our-work/national-projects/housing-first-england
http://hf.aeips.pt/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/Tsemberis.pdf
https://www.york.ac.uk/media/chp/documents/2015/YMra_3en_2015.pdf
http://www.homeless.org.uk/our-work/national-projects/housing-first-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/215-million-boost-for-council-homelessness-services
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Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

We assessed the feasibility of the
proposed model by:

e Evaluating the cost of the model
locally and benchmark with
national costs;

» Understanding the required policy
and process change at local and
national level to best maximise the
success of the model in ending street
homelessness in Torbay; and

e Understanding the wider social and
political contexts which will support
and challenge the success of
the model.

Project oversight, timescale

and governance

We have held over 20 x 1-2-1 meetings
with the following services and
organisations:

e Torbay Local Authority including:
e Councillors
» Housing Options Service
e Torbay Development
Agency (TDA)
e Homelessness
Commissioning Teams
* Integrated Health and
Social Care teams
e Mental health services
» PATH (People Assisting
Torbay’s Homeless)
e Shekinah
e Drug and Alcohol Commissioners
e Local Department of Work and
Pensions Teams
e Westward Housing
e Sanctuary Housing
 Private Rented Sector Agents
and landlords

We have held several specific focus
groups focusing on criminal justice,
access to homeless services, support
for homeless people and

housing supply.

We also convened a team of peer
researchers, made up of people with
lived experience of homelessness
who undertook over 50 interviews
with people currently within the
homelessness system in Torbay.

We held a final consultation event
which was attended by 60 different
stakeholders to present the proposed
model and seek further feedback,
which has been considered as part
of the final report.

What we found

e There is high demand and unmet
need in relation to homelessness
services. The data suggests that the
current supported accommodation
system is supporting some people
(roughly 50%) out of homelessness
and into more settled housing; but
that there isn't capacity within the
system to do this for more people.
Those that do not move out of the
system remain stuck in and out of
services and are high users of other
statutory services such as

health care.

The study found a high degree

of consensus that the current
homelessness system can work
well for those that can access it,

but despite the best efforts of many
individuals working in homelessness
services not enough people are able
to access the system.

There is a significant use of
emergency accommodation, mainly
Bed and Breakfast accommodation
for single people considered to be in
priority need as per Homelessness
Legislation. The proportion of single
people to families in emergency
accommodation in Torbay is 65%
whereas the national average is 20%.
e There are some strong examples

of multi-agency work, for example
where health services and social
care are being provided as part

of the support at Leonard Stocks
House to residents and non-
residents on-site. However, these
services need additional capacity

to meet the high levels of demand
for them. For Housing First to
succeed, consideration would need
to be given as to how they can

be delivered flexibly to people in
dispersed accommodation.
Professionals and people with lived
experience highlighted several ways

in which current accommodation
options can be unsuitable for people
with complex needs. However,

this was due mainly to physical
limitations of the accommodation
available rather than the quality of
support services.

* Emergency provision which has
been created to add to capacity has
suffered from a lack of move on
options and therefore any additional
capacity has itself become silted
up and the intentions to provide
immediate, short stay solutions have
not been realised.

e The application of strict local
connection criteria leads to homeless
people with relatively low, initial
support needs remaining on the
street whilst they become more
entrenched and develop support
needs which are then only met
though crisis services such as
primary health care. Opportunities to
prevent homelessness and save costs
in the longer term are being missed.

 Interviews with homeless people
who did not meet the applied local
connection criteria identified that
they had other reasons for being
in Torbay (i.e. they had not chosen
to come to the area because
they assumed it would be easier
to be rehoused). We also found
that numbers of homeless people
without a local connection as per the
legal definition, were in the minority
and on par with other similar parts
of the UK.

e People with lived experience of
homelessness told us they thought
that support to help people exit
homelessness should include: i)
emotional support; ii) peer support;
i) non-judgemental support iv)
independence; v) opportunities
for rehabilitation and longer term
planning; vi) structure and purpose.

e There is a significant drop off in
the support available when people
leave supported accommodation
and then move into independent
accommodation. This reduction in
support leads to people not being
able to move on from current

Executive Summary

services but also people failing
when they move into supported
accommodation.

The private rented sector has
considerable potential to provide
housing supply for Housing First
(most people in fact move on from
the homelessness system is into the
PRS as opposed to social housing)

A proposal for a management and/
or lease offer to private landlords
and agents through a Social Lettings
Agency has been welcomed and has
the twin benefit of addressing empty
homes. Initial discussions have
identified that capital investment

in exchange for longer term
nomination rights could allow such
a project to fund itself through the
recouping of initial capital outlay
through rental income.

Local housing associations are keen
to contribute to support a Housing
First approach but will require
reassurance on the nature of the
support tenants will be provided with
and the length of time support will
be available for. Existing allocations
through Devon Home Choice are
unlikely to work effectively for
Housing First therefore an alternative
process should be considered.
There is then potential for any Social
Lettings Agency do manage and
allocate properties to form the social
and private rented sector.

Overall. the homelessness system

is disjointed, without a clear overall
sense of pathway from prevention,
to intervention, to recovery and

then move on for everyone who is
homeless or at risk of homelessness.
Individual interventions at each
stage can be seen to be successful
but there are few examples of
people moving through each stage
seamlessly and out of homelessness
for good.
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Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

Components of
Housing First Team

Team
Leader

gy

4 x Housing Support
workers (including with
lived experience)

Work as a team to
support 20 people

Each Housing First team like this will
have access to the following (shared
with other Housing First teams):

Housing brokered
by Social Lettings
Agency

(option for seconded)
Mental Health worker:
for 2nd tier support

Wellbeing 24/7
facilitator / work and on call
learning coach service

Input from volunteer

and trainee
peer mentors

Proposed Model

The study proposes a potential model
which should be put forward for further
discussion and consultation with local
commissioners and providers.

The key headline proposals
are as follows.

 That the following criteria should be
applied when determining eligibility
for Housing First:

« a significant history of
unstable housing and/or
homelessness (at least 12
months as homeless or within
homelessness services)

e a judgement that other
service options (including
reconnection) either have
presented or would be likely to
present a risk to the individual
or others they might share
with, or have provoked / might
provoke anti-social behaviour

to the detriment of the
individual and/or community
e a decision to accept the
tenancy being offered and a
basic willingness to engage
with the Housing First team,
at least at the outset (though
this does not mean that
the individual is motivated
to accept any treatment or
therapy)
* a history of at least two
of the following:
repeated substance
misuse;
enduring mental
ill-health;
profound learning
difficulties;
long term and
deteriorating physical
health;
profound social
isolation; and
repeat offending.

» The proposed service model
suggests that a support team of 6
people (4 support workers, 1 Team
Leader and second tier support from
1 mental health Support Worker (50%
of time split between each team) can
support up to 20 individuals requiring
the intensive support of a Housing
First approach.

* Employing people with lived
experience of homelessness within
the support team is essential to
help encourage a culture where the
person-centred, flexible support
which underpins successful Housing
First projects elsewhere can
be developed.

e The introduction of a mental health
worker attached to each support
team would need to be agreed with
mental health Services but precedent
has been established with mental
health expertise already located
within the Council Housing services.

e Access to all other statutory support
services (physical health, drug and
alcohol services and welfare benefits)
could be made through mainstream,
universal services with the help of
the Housing First support team to
navigate and / or advocate through
the system.

» Supply of housing is proposed to
be drawn from a pool of properties
managed by a ‘Social Lettings
Agency’ who would take on
management of properties from
the private sector and potentially
the social sector although this
requires some further exploration
(although initial discussions with both
Westward and Sanctuary housing
has been positive about
contributing stock).

e To manage demand for services
moving forwards, it is essential that
the model be built on enhanced
investment in homelessness
prevention activities. The
Homelessness Reduction Act
provides a platform for this by
creating additional legal duties
the local authority need to meet.
Housing First should therefore be
considered as an option but only

Executive Summary 11

after other opportunities to prevent
or relieve homelessness have

been explored.

Building on current and local

good practice examples then the
development of clear and consistent
pathways between the criminal
justice system, NHS provision and
drug and alcohol services should
be prioritised. Given the geographic
remit of statutory services involved
in this then consideration should be
given to agreeing this Devon wide.
The Homelessness Reduction Act
and the upcoming Duty to Refer
(being implemented in October
2018) again provides a legal
platform for this.

As part of this prevention offer
sustained or renewed investment in
floating support services, which fit
with the basic principles of Housing
First in terms of ethos and approach,
will be required.

The Housing First approach should
therefore not only be considered to
provide a new housing options for
someone but also as an approach
which can ‘rescue’ existing failing
tenancies for people who meet
eligibility criteria.

Emergency provision will still need
to be part of the offer. However
efficient the system becomes there
will remain a need for a relatively
small scale (5-10 units) of 24-hour
accessible accommodation. It is
vitally important that this emergency
provision operates without local
connection restrictions. Whilst
access to a Housing First service
should be restricted to those with

a connection to Torbay (or with

no safe connection elsewhere)

it is important that reconnection
and signposting work takes place
with someone indoors rather than
attempting that on the street.

It is also envisaged that the adoption
of Housing First to scale will be a
gradual process and it will be vital
that any change of provision be
managed so as to avoid existing
services ending unpredictably

or providers’ business models
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7

becoming unviable. It would provide
no benefit for services to be ended
before new provision could be put
in place. As such there would need
to be some ‘double-funding’ of
services, we have set out the cost
implications of this below.

If the approach is implemented,
then there will be a need to provide
ongoing recovery services for
people to access. These could build
on existing, successful, meaningful
occupation services for people
provided in Torbay. Dispersed
accommodation does offer
significant benefits but could lead
to social isolation if opportunities to
retain or create new networks aren't
available. There are already a range
of successful non-commissioned
services such as those provided at
Endeavour House, Growing Lives and
TRIP (Torbay Recovery Information
Project) providing meaningful
occupation services which should
be supported to provide ongoing
support to Housing First clients.

It has proved more challenging to
secure consistent data on levels
and type of need than it did for

the Liverpool City Region study.
Whilst the TESH (Torbay Ending
Street Homelessness) project has
helped provide detail the lack of a
consistent data recording system
across street outreach, the hostel,
Housing Options services and then
Home Choice has made building

a complete picture very difficult.
Shekinah's plans for the ECINS
system should create the necessary
shared IT system but it will need
consideration as to how it can link
to other systems.’

The model proposed is an ambitious

one and requires additional spending.

Given that the key challenge in
Torbay is one of capacity primarily
rather than inefficiency it will be
necessary to make cost benefit
arguments to other statutory
commissioners beyond the local
authority to supplement budgets.

» The model proposed aims to end
homelessness in Torbay which is a
more ambitious target than simply
replacing the existing capacity of
the system, which as we have set
out is not sufficient to meet the
full need. Therefore, we do expect
budget spend to be higher than
current spent for 9 years but there
would then be sufficient provision
for no-one to be without the offer
of a home and support in Torbay. It
is also highly likely to assume that
without changing the current system
substantially then current levels
of spend on emergency housing

would escalate beyond the predicted

amounts required to support
Housing First.

e We estimated that Housing First
would be nearly 2 times more cost
effective and achieving a successful
outcome for homeless people with
complex needs than the current
provision. This also only considers
local authority direct spend on
homelessness, by adopting this

approach considerable savings would

be made across all services currently
interacting with homeless people.

Implementation and Costings

Phase 1 (Initial 6 months)
Actions needed:

e establish a strategic advisory board,
with representatives from the local

authority, health, criminal justice, and
housing associations. It will be key
to seek voluntary sector involvement
(throughout this process the role

of street services provided the best
opportunity to hear and discuss

the views of homeless people
themselves)

to set-up a co-ordination body

to oversee the establishment of 2
operational project boards for both
the Social Lettings Agency and the
support teams

http://www.empowering-communities.org/software/e-cins/

» the co-ordination body would also

hold responsibility for promoting the
findings of the study and providing
training on Housing First principles
and methodology across Torbay

set up Lived Experience Advisory
Board, where possible of people with
previous and current experience of
homelessness in Torbay. We feel

it is very to build on the interest

and enthusiasm people with lived
experience have shown this study.
appoint a project lead to make
proposals on the detailed
implementation of the Social Lettings
Agency to identify potential host
organisation or to set up new entity
(maybe possible to base this within
Torbay Development Agency to
realise wider potential of such an
agency to provide additional PRS
stock for a wider group of people

in housing need)

appoint a project lead to make
proposals on the detailed
implementation of the support
service. Establish protocols and
pathways with statutory and
voluntary agencies

undertake a detailed exercise
planning for the gradual
decommissioning of existing services
after year 2 to provide funding for
Housing First service

amendment to new IT system to
enable referral and monitoring of
Housing First provision. Shekinah's
plans for the ECINS system should
create the necessary shared IT
system but it will need consideration
as to how it can link to other systems
underpinned by the Homelessness
Reduction Act establish increasingly
consistent approach to prevention of
homelessness, floating support and
housing-led solutions within Torbay
and (in partnership) across

wider Devon

Resource Needed

Full time
implementation
Co-ordination Role

Executive Summary

Timescale

2 years (after
which could be
mainstreamed
into
commissioning
team)

Estimated Cost

£110k (E45k pa
post plus on
costs)

15

Full time
project Lead for

2 years (unless
picked up under

£80k (E35k pa
post plus on

implementing Social | TDA work) costs)
Lettings Agency

Shared IT system One Off £10k
implementation

Training / Awareness | Over 2 years £10k
Raising events

Total £190k

Phase 2 (years 1-2):

Initial intensive focus on those
reqularly sleeping on the street and
those that struggle most to retain
supported accommodation.

Actions needed:

» establish Social Lettings Agency
service to point where up to
75 properties can be taken into
management in first 2 years

» establish Support Service teams to
point where 40 individuals can be
supported within 2 years (based
on recommended caseloads in the
Feasibility study (max 20 per team) this
would require 2 teams. (40 individuals
to be supported by end of year 2)

e secure commitment from mental

health Commissioners to contribute
sufficient mental health expertise to
meet need across 2 support teams
within 2 years and with ongoing
commitment to scaling up

integrate Housing First approach
with existing outreach services and
housing options teams through co-
location, training and encouraging
Housing First approach to be written
into new commissioning strategies
explore how Housing First principles
and approach can be adopted more
widely across homelessness services,
especially for young people and
domestic abuse survivors.
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Resource Needed

Estimated cost for
provision of Local
Lettings Agency
and Support service
for 40 clients (40 x

Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

Estimated Cost

£328,800 (based
on £10,960 per
person per year

x 30 to allow for
fact not all 40 will

Timescale
Over 2 years

12,733) be in service for
full 2 years)
Total (including £518,800

Phase 1)

0¢ abed

These effectively represent double
running costs whilst existing supported
housing provision remains unchanged.

Phase 3 (Year 3 and beyond)

Given, that we have identified an
annual cost per person of £17,986

for existing 24-hour emergency or
specialist services there is now the
potential to return savings through
decommissioning of existing services.

At this point if we assume that 50% of
the individuals supported by Housing
First are from this type of provision
(or at least would have been if they
hadn't been helped by Housing First)
then there is the potential to redirect
£359,720 (20 people) of savings to
support the cost of Housing First in
years 1 and 2.

We have not assumed any savings
from decommissioning in years 1 and 2
because practically decommissioning
will depend on obligations and
commitments which potentially
restrict the use of existing services
and how flexibly these might be
addressed. However, if services units
can be decommissioned as they are
freed up after year 2 (and that there
would be 2 years of double funding to
prepare for this point) it is reasonable
to assume a direct contribution from
decommissioned services into new
services from that point.

It would be possible to achieve quicker
savings by targeting Housing First

at people currently using services,
however we should be mindful that

Housing First works best for those
who choose it and that we should not
miss the opportunity to address street
homelessness, even though no direct
cost is accrued. Therefore, we have
assumed the 50% as the best way of
striking that balance.

Over 5 years this would look as follows
(considering all aspects of the system
which would require funding including
emergency accommaodation.

The table on the facing page assumes
all clients will be in accommodation
from start of the year for full 12
months whereas people will enter
accommodation at different points in
the year, with this amount being the
maximum spend needed at year end
but not an amount which needs to be
paid out consistently throughout the
whole year. As stated above we would
expect the actual cost to be lower than
this and based at the end of each year
we assume that 75% of this maximal
cost is more realistic as people enter
the new system at different points.

We would also assume that full time
implementation roles in years 1 and
2 would not be required and any
remaining work be subsumed into
existing structures. However, it is
essential that the principles of Housing
First continued to be championed
across all relevant services and
therefore it will be essential that
fidelity of the model is checked and
challenged where necessary. It may
well be possible to consider this as a
sub-regional role if others in Devon
adopt the approach.

We have proposed staggering the
adoption of Housing First to be realistic
over availability of housing supply, to
acknowledge the challenges of scaling
up support services that quickly and
also to spread costs over a longer
period. Should funding opportunities
present themselves to scale up more
quickly then savings could be realised
more quickly.

Executive Summary

Service Type Cost per year (millions)

Current |Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Housing First 0 0.22 0.44 0.66 0.88 1.00
Emergency & Specialist Housing | 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.28 0.18 0.18
— 24 Hour Cover
Emergency & Specialist Housing | 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.17 0.12 0.08
— Other
Non Supported Temporary 0.18 0.18 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.01
Accommodation
TOTAL 1.09 1.31 1.44 1.18 1.22 1.27
Overall Funding Requirement Year 5

Year1 & 2
Implementation Costs £190,000

Running Costs (Double Funding)
£328,800

Year 3

Additional money needed above
current budget (after factoring
in money saved through
decommissioning) £90,000

Year 4

Additional money Additional money
needed above current budget (after
factoring in money saved through
decommissioning) £130,000

Additional money Additional money
needed above current budget (after
factoring in money saved through
decommissioning) £180,000

Total additional funding required
over 5 years (above current spend on
homelessness) = £918,800

We proposed this is required to
reach a point where homelessness
levels would plateau and then start
to decline and therefore the budget
would decrease year on year after this
point. By year 9 budget spend would
then be lower than current spend on
homelessness but there would then
be sufficient provision for no-one to
be without the offer of a home and
support in Torbay.
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Thank you

The study has been funded by

the Nationwide Foundation and
commissioned by Shekinah in
partnership with Torbay Council
and Westward Housing. It therefore
represents the views of Crisis and
not the views of any of these parties.

Crisis received support and help
from many people in Torbay who we
thank, and especially those people
with lived experience who shared
their honest and frank accounts of
their own homelessness.

Crisis would like to also specifically
thank those listed below for their
help with this work:

John Hamblin — Shekinah

Debbie Freeman — Torbay Council
Stuart Bakewell — Westward Housing
Danny Crowley — Shekinah

Rachel Danemann — Torbay Council
Bryony Stevens — Torbay Council
Kath Friedrich — Torbay PATH

Naomi Duncan-Jones — Torbay NHS

T¢ obed

We would also like to thank the
following organisations and groups
for their participation in the study:
Friends of Factory Row

Torbay and Brixnam Job Centre Plus
Torbay Health and Social Care Teams
Sanctuary Housing

EasylLet Agents

Devon and Cornwall Police

Devon Probation Services
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Glossary

Assertive outreach is a way of
organising and delivering care via a
specialised team to provide intensive,
highly coordinated and flexible support
for people with complex needs.

The focus of the work must be on
engagement and rapport, building

up, often over the long-term, strong
relationships.

(Priority) Band: Councils decide who
gets offered housing based on a
‘points’ or ‘banding’ system. Points and
bands are based on housing need and
start with the letter A being the
highest priority.

Cashable savings are savings which
make a difference to the budget line,
usually by reducing fixed costs.

Commissioned/non-commissioned
supported housing: ‘commissioned’
here means that the council funds
(and therefore monitors) the support
within a scheme - this is true of the
vast majority of hostels run by charities
and/or housing associations; 'non-
commissioned supported housing’
generally refers to private sector HMOs
(see definition below) which have been
classified as supported (or ‘exempt’)
housing under the Housing Benefit
requlations and are therefore able to
claim higher levels of Housing Benefit;
we are also aware of a small number
of non-commissioned hostels run by
religious charities in the region.

Complex needs means that
people have multiple issues in
relation to mental health, drug use,
homelessness, offending and/or
learning disability, which tend to
interact with each other.

Floating support: visiting support
provided to a person who lives in their
own property.

Housing-led can be distinguished
from “"Housing First” by its lower
intensity of support, range, duration
and the lower needs clients it targets.
In this report, we argue that Housing
First should operate within a 'housing-
led system’, in which the default
approach is to support all homeless
people as quickly as possible into
independent tenancies with supported
as needed, by-passing the need for
compulsory and/or longer stays in
communal supported housing.

Housing First is a system of support
for homeless people with high and
complex needs which is designed

to deliver a sustainable exit from
homelessness by helping them to
access an independent tenancy as
quickly as possible and providing the
support they need for as long as they
need it to sustain this tenancy.

House in Multiple Occupation (HMO):
is a property rented out by at least 3
people who are not from the same
'household’ (e.g. a family) but share
facilities like the bathroom and kitchen.
Landlords of larger HMOs must

be licensed.

Local Housing Allowance: For people
renting from private landlords, Housing
Benefit is based on a flat-rate "Local
Housing Allowance’ (LHA) which was
originally based on the 30th percentile
of local market rents (but frozen until
2020), covering areas known as Broad
Rental Market Areas.

Social Lettings Agency: A Social
Lettings Agency is a not-for-profit
lettings agency which provides a range
of services to private sector landlords
and (prospective) tenants, ranging
from a tenant/ property finding
function right through to a full housing
management service.

Devon HomeChoice: Devon Home
Choice is a joint allocation and choice-
based letting system for affordable
housing in Devon.

Supported Housing can be described
as any housing scheme where
housing, support and sometimes care
services are provided to help people to
live as independently as possible in the
community.

TESH (Torbay Ending Street
Homelessness) is part of a European
wide initiative to identify the

true extent and nature of street
homelessness in an area and support
a coalition approach to ending
homelessness.

Welfare Reform describes a package
of changes to the benefits system
introduced by the 2010-15 Coalition
Government, including Universal
Credit, Benefit Cap, Removal of the
Spare Room Subsidy, and Personal
Independence Payment.

Glossary
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Foreword from Foreword from John Hamblin,
The Nationwide Foundation Chief Executive of Shekinah

The Nationwide Foundation is pleased to have funded this feasibility study into For over 25 years, Shekinah has been supporting people who are homeless
the potential for Housing First in the Torbay area. We hope that this report will and rough sleeping. During this time we have repeatedly seen the failure of the
provide the evidence needed to influence decision-makers to implement the current accommodation system to support people with multiple and complex
Housing First approach across Torbay. needs. The result has been the creation of a revolving door system where

people are falling in and out of services and are often left with no access to
We funded this study as part of our Decent Affordable Homes strategy, which accommodation. We are hoping that through this Nationwide Foundation funded
aims to increase the availability of decent affordable housing for people in study, Shekinahand its partners can start to realise the aspiration, that everyone
housing need. We supported Shekinah through our Nurturing ldeas to Change deserves a place to call home.

the Housing System programme, which aims to tackle systemic failings in the
housing system.
John Hamblin
As a funder that seeks to facilitate systemic change, we back promising housing CEO Shekinah
ideas, allowing them to be tested, and then help them move through into action,
influence and ultimately widespread implementation. In this instance, while
Housing First has seen great success in North America and Europe, we were
keen to explore its potential in the UK where the approach is still in the early
stages. The particular circumstances in Torbay and the local political appetite to
explore a systems-wide approach to addressing the issue of homelessness for
individuals with complex needs, provided a good testing ground.
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The study provides a comprehensive review of the current services and outlines
the level of investment needed to make the necessary changes. If implemented,
Torbay will improve outcomes for single homeless people, as well as saving
money in the future.

We will be keen to observe the next stages for Torbay as it uses this study to
develop its longer-term housing strategy. As well as having regional impact,
we hope that the study will inform and influence the national approach to the
adoption of Housing First across the UK.

Jonathan Lewis
Programme Manager
The Nationwide Foundation
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Introduction

This report has been commissioned by Shekinah,

funded by the Nationwide Foundation and in partnership

with Torbay Council and Westward Housing.

Crisis were keen to investigate and evidence how
Housing First and housing-led models of support

for homeless people can be taken to a greater scale

in the UK, and in doing so whether the positive step
change in outcomes for homeless people achieved in
the international context can be replicated at home.
Following a wide-ranging study in the Liverpool City
Region (LCR)}! which identified significant opportunities
to tackle homelessness and make financial savings

we were keen to see how the approach could have
benefits in other parts of the UK. The approach we
have taken has been heavily influenced by the work we
undertook in the LCR in partnership with Imogen Blood
Consultancy and we have taken content from that
study where applicable in this one.?

The approach from Nationwide
Foundation and Shekinah to undertake
a similar feasibility study in Torbay was
therefore of great interest to us.

The report has been authored by Chris
Hancock, Head of Housing for Crisis
and supported by Paul Connery in his
role as an Independent Consultant
employed by Crisis for this project.
Additional support on data analysis
was provided by Lutfor Rahman in

the Crisis Evaluation Team.

Great thanks must be given to
everyone who so freely gave up their
time and opinions to help us produce
the report but especially people

who are currently or who have been
homeless in Torbay, without whose
input this report would lack

any credibility.

1 https://www.crisis.org.uk/ending-homelessness/homelessness-knowledge-hub/housing-models-and-
access/housing-first-feasibility-study-for-liverpool-city-region-2017/
2 Blood, I, Copeman, |., Goldup, M., Pleace, N., Bretherton, J. & Dulson, S. (2017) Housing First Feasibility

Study for the Liverpool City Region, London: Crisis.

The aims of the study

Housing First is a system of support
for homeless people with high and
complex needs which is designed

to deliver a sustainable exit from
homelessness, improve health and
well-being and enable integration
back into society. Housing First uses
ordinary housing, such as private
rented or social rented flats and is
designed to house formerly homeless
people with high needs in their
own, settled homes as quickly as
possible and to provide the support
they will need to sustain an exit from
homelessness in their own home.

Shekinah commissioned this study as
part of a wider programme of work
looking to end street homelessness
in Torbay. The key question in this
study is whether, how, under what
circumstances and with what likely
outcomes, Housing First can become
the primary housing option for
homeless people, thereby providing
an alternative to existing models of
provision.

The aims of the study were to answer
the following questions:

1. What is the size of the cohort of
homeless people within Torbay
with associated support needs that
could benefit from Housing First?

2. What are the specific care plans
and pathways needed to rehouse
or re-direct service users within
traditional hostel provision to
Housing First in Torbay? What are
the views of providers and agencies
within Torbay on how this could
happen?

3. What are the required operational
and commissioning changes
necessary to move from traditional
hostel and ‘staircase’ models of
provision within Torbay?

10.
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Is Housing First an approach

that interests homeless people
themselves in Torbay?

Can and should the definition of
Housing First be wide enough to
include housing-led provision for
those outside the strict model of
long-term homeless? |.e. those
people homeless or threatened
with homelessness who do not
have any other support needs aside
from their homelessness?

What are the requirements and
implications for the allocation and
provision of affordable housing for
the Housing First cohort (including
questions of private rented sector
(PRS) vs. social stock)?

What are the required
commissioning arrangements and
costs for support services to assess
clients and provide initial and on-
going support?

Can financial models be developed
to responsibly plan for a transition
from current commissioning of
hostel and support services to
commissioning a Housing

First model?

What (if any) are the potential cost
savings for taking Housing First to
scale? Are the savings cashable, on
what timescale and to whom might
they accrue?

What are the necessary changes

to local and national policy

(across all associated government
departments) required to best
support the successful adoption of
the HF model in Torbay?
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The approach

The study ran from January to April

2018 and included the following

activities:

e qualitative research to understand
people’s experiences of how current
service systems work with homeless
people and to gather views about the
proposed model and the conditions
needed for it to work. This included:

e a large scale consultation
event on April 16th 2018 to
present initial findings, a series
of focus groups and phone
and face-to-face interviews
with 80 professionals from
across Torbay, including local
authority commissioners,
local Councillors, housing and
support providers, social care
and health and criminal justice
professionals;

e qualitative research with a
diverse sample of 61 people
with lived experience of
homelessness, co-produced
by a team of people with lived
experience working alongside
professional researchers

 analysis of the available data on
housing need in Torbay including
data from housing support
commissioned services, housing
options services and Devon Home
Choice

» review of local and national policies
relating to: homelessness, housing
strategy, benefits and the future
funding of supported housing,
criminal justice, health and social
care, and devolution

* review of the existing evidence base
on Housing First

 analysis of the potential costs
of Housing First and the extent
to which it may be possible to
achieve cashable savings and other
efficiencies.

The structure of this report

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
current homelessness system within
Torbay, including the type and amount
of supported housing commissioned;
the demand for and usage of this
provision, and a summary of key issues
and concerns which were raised about
the existing models and the systems
within which they operate. It also
summarises some of the strategic
challenges, threats and opportunities
for Torbay in relation to homelessness.

Chapter 2 focuses on the increasing
numbers of people with high and
complex needs who are homeless
within Torbay.

Chapter 3 begins to build the case for
solutions which are grounded in the
views and experiences of people with
lived experience of homelessness.

It summarises the evidence from
elsewhere about Housing First and
argues that, in Torbay, this should
mean developing Housing First for
those with high and complex needs
— both in response and to prevent
long term homelessness, integrated
within a wider change to a housing-
led approach which invests heavily in
prevention. We explore the case for
prevention through a series of

case studies.

In Chapter 4, we present the model
for the Housing First service —
including details about its staffing
structure, assessment and referral
processes and how housing will

be sourced. We summarise our
calculations of the costs of these
services within this section, referring
the reader to our more detailed
assumptions and calculations in
appendix 2. We also size the potential
cohort for Housing First.

In Chapter 5, we look at the financial
and commissioning implications of the
proposed model, considering potential
cost effectiveness and how — and over
what time period — funding might be
transferred from current models to
Housing First and the wider housing-
led model proposed.

Introduction

11
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Current
system

Chapter 1: The current
homelessness system in Torbay

1.1 Current
homelessness provision

The initial focus of this study has been
on the commissioned or contracted
supported accommodation services
for single people in Torbay as this
typically accounts for the largest
proportion of direct local authority
spend on homelessness. The original
intention was that this would then
enable us to best understand how the
potential reallocation of resources
could be used to finance any new
Housing First system.

However, after initial investigation

it was evident that a significant
proportion of non-commissioned
(paid for on a nightly basis) temporary
accommodation is also being used

to provide accommodation for single
homeless people.

Ple data returned by Local
Authorities to the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local

Government (MHCLG)® shows that
throughout 2017 Torbay had an
average of 65% of single households
in temporary accommodation
following a homeless application

as a proportion of all households in
temporary accommodation. This is
markedly different to other similar
Local Authorities where a figure
closer to 20% would be the average.
Overall numbers are also markedly
higher as well as a proportion of

all households. This suggests there
may well be opportunities to realise
financial savings through reducing
use of non-commissioned temporary
accommodation as well as reallocating
commissioned supported and
temporary accommodation budgets.

Concerning non-commissioned
temporary accommodation, we looked
at data from the Housing Options
service taken between April 2017

and February 2018.

3 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness#homelessness-

summary-local-authority-level-tables

In this period, there were 274 single
people placed into some form of
temporary accommodation, 174 males
and 102 females.

Of these placements 116 of them
were made in hon-commissioned
(71 male and 45 female) temporary
accommodation. These placements
were made into Bed and Breakfast
accommodation payable on a
nightly basis.

1.2 Demand for
homelessness services
in Torbay

It is clear from our research, both
qualitative and quantitative, that there
is a high demand for all homelessness
services. Demand significantly
outstrips supply for all single homeless
people including those with and
without complex needs.

The Ending Street

Homelessness Project

The Ending Street Homelessness
Project (TESH)* in Torbay aims to

work together with the community,
local businesses, voluntary and faith
groups and statutory organisations
across Torbay to bring an end to rough
sleeping in the area.

It is part of the European End Street
Homelessness Campaign which is a
movement of cities that are working
together to permanently house
Europe’s most vulnerable people and
end chronic street homelessness.

The Campaign is co-ordinated
by World Habitat.

Local partners include: Torbay Council,
Shekinah, Westward, Friends of Factory
Row, Torbay Street Pastors, PATH
(People Assisting Torbay's Homeless),
Torbay Recovery Information Project,
The Police and The Haven.

4 https://teshcampaign.wordpress.com/

Current system

As part of the project two ‘connections
weeks' have been carried out in April
2017 and in February 2018 where
homelessness practitioners and
volunteers made contact with people
sleeping on the streets of Torbay. The
information gathered through that
contact has been extremely helpful
in building a picture of the scale and
nature of the need for housing

and support.

The key findings from the most recent
connections week (where 40 people
were spoken to over five nights) were:

» 15 people housed from the previous
year's connections week shows
considerable ‘churn’ i.e. there are
a lot of people new to the streets
at the same time as there are
considerable numbers leaving
the street

» 51% of respondents said that they
have a mental health issue that
would make it hard for them to live
independently

» 50% of respondents had lost housing
in the past due to drinking or drug
use, and 53% felt that this may be an
issue in the future

o 44% of respondents reported having
a chronic health issue

e 33% of respondents had an issue
with drinking or drugs, plus a chronic
physical health issue plus a mental
health issue.

On the question of how long people
had been sleeping out 41% of those
spoken to had been homeless for
less than 6 months with a further
15% homeless for between 6 months
and a year. This leaves 44% of people
surveyed as homeless for longer than
a year and with 10% having been
homeless for longer than three years.
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Other data sources

 As stated above there is evidence
that single homeless people
with significant health needs are
being placed into other forms
of non-supported temporary
accommodation.

» According to official figures, levels
of homelessness — including
rough sleeping - are increasing:
according to official rough sleeper
counts (MHCLG?®), there has been
a nearly 5-fold increase in rough
sleeping in Torbay from 2013 (5
people recorded) to 2017 (24 people
recorded).

e These figures will also not pick up
the region’s 'hidden homeless”.
those who are ‘sofa-surfing’, and
‘concealed households’ living
within other households. Data from
the Devon Home Choice system
confirms there are 533 people
awaiting a one bedroom property
with 133 of them being in the 2
highest need bands.

» We know from studies elsewhere
that even these figures are likely to
significantly under-represent the
scale of the problem (Crisis 2018°).

e Analysis undertaken for this study
estimates that 14 new rough sleepers
are presenting in Torbay each month
across a range of needs.

e Using a 2-year snapshot looking at
residents of Leonard Stocks we saw
that 62% of people who moved into
the hostel 2 years ago had moved on
positively to either social housing, the
private rented sector (PRS) or longer
term supported accommodation.

» However, there is both quantitative
and qualitative evidence to
demonstrate increasing numbers
of people with ‘complex needs’ -
that is, multiple needs in relation
to mental health, drug use,
homelessness, offending and/or
learning disability, which tend to
interact with each other.

e 45 of the 93 new placements into
Leonard Stocks in the past 12 months
have been previously known to
the hostel i.e. that their previous
placement has not successfully
resolved their homelessness
permanently. This suggest that
whilst most people were moving on
positively 2 years ago the increasing
complexity of need and lack of wider
support provision is making it less
likely people will make a success of
moving on.

1.3 Participants’ views
on how existing service
provision is working

The 61 interviews undertaken with
people with lived experience of
homelessness provided a wealth of
information. 54% of the people spoken
to were on the street, with 31% in
supported or temporary housing and
the rest not wishing to disclose or
sofa-surfing.

66% of all people interviewed self-
identified that they had more than
one support need.

Those within supported
accommodation who were
interviewed were very keen to praise
hostel staff and the support provided.
Equally there was a lot of praise for
PATH and the services they provide.

Nearly everyone we spoke to
expressed a wish to receive help

in budgeting and managing their
finances. This should be a key
consideration for the skills set of

any Housing First service but also
highlights a wider need. Whether
existing support services needs better
signposting or additional capacity it
does appear a lack of money

5 Department for Communities and Local Government (2018) Rough sleeping in England: https://www.gov.
uk/government/statistics/rough-sleeping-in-england-autumn-2017
6 Crisis (2018) Homelessness Monitor, London, Crisis https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/238700/

homelessness_monitor_england_2018.pdf

management skills is leading to
tenancy failure or preventing people
from even entering into a tenancy.

The interviews found a high degree

of consensus that the current
homelessness system can work well
for those that can access it, but despite
the best efforts of many individuals
working in homelessness services not
enough people are able to access

the system.

People with lived experience told us
that they thought that support to
help people exit homelessness
should include:

e emotional support

e peer support

e independence

e not being judged

e opportunities for rehabilitation
and longer term planning

e structure and purpose

« a focus on social integration

« a swift and flexible response to
people with addictions who are
at the right stage in the cycle
of motivation.

These interviewees also reported a
lack of immediate response to their
homelessness especially from the
Housing Options department as
evidenced in the case study below.

The seemingly rigid insistence on
applying local connection criteria

and expecting homeless people to
provide evidence to support their case
left many without assistance. This

led to people becoming entrenched
in homelessness and developing
complex needs. We will go on to
explore this in more detail in Chapter 2.

In the interviews and focus groups
with professionals, the overall sense
was that the homelessness system

is generally disjointed, without a
clear pathway from prevention,

to intervention, to recovery and
then move on for everyone who is
homeless or at risk of homelessness.

Current system

Individual interventions at each stage
can be seen to be successful but there
are few examples of people moving
through each stage seamlessly.

Where transitions do occur, for
example moving from the hostel into
independent accommodation, the
drop off in support is stark and it was
reported this leads to a significant
amount of tenancy failures and repeat
homelessness.

A number of areas of good practice
were identified and these mainly
focused on the multi-agency working.
The co-location of different health and
social care services within Leonard
Stocks, and those being accessible

to both residents and non-residents
was singled out a number of times for
praise, as were the weekly complex
needs meetings held with different
agencies to try and reach collective
decisions on the best way to support
individual homeless people.

Case study 1

» Male - In and out of temporary
accommodation

» Moved to Devon to flee violence and
has been homeless since living in
Torbay for a number of months

» No assistance from council due to
lack of local connection, was advised
to return to original location and was
asked for proof of threats of violence

» Mental health is deteriorating, feeling
seriously suicidal and running out of
medication, prescription is running
out and cannot contact a doctor

» Self-contained flat is the aim, only
started taking drugs since being on
the streets, first took drugs to stop
feeling cold on the streets

» Referred self to council a number
of times but they claim they haven't
been able to get in contact

e Feels forced to commit crime and be
referred by courts to council as self-
referral isn't working




16

o
jabl
Q
@D
N
=

Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

 Aspires to have a job, and live the life
of a normal person, any job as long
as it's paid, has skilled labouring work
in landscape gardening, roofing,
carpentry

o Wants support to access medication
and rehabilitation from drugs

1.4 Barriers within the
wider system

We heard about specific challenges
in relation to different parts of
the system.

Housing

A recurring theme from the interviews
with people with lived experience
was just how difficult it is to get into
independent housing quickly.

Barriers include:

 application of local connection
criteria restricting access to the
Housing Register and to assistance
into the PRS

 the challenges of bidding for
properties online through The Devon
Home Choice system

e not being considered ready to move
on into independent housing as
support needs were deemed
too high

 the high cost of deposits and rental
advances required by private sector
landlords

« difficulties in accessing furniture and
appliances even if you are able to
find a property.

We found it striking that where move
on was successful from the hostel it
was typically into PRS accommodation
rather than social housing. Given that
social housing would in theory offer

a more secure tenure and lower rent

it would present a better platform for
someone to successfully move out of
homelessness. This is not to say that
the PRS cannot provide a housing
option and we heard a number of
examples in the focus groups of where

successful partnerships with some
local lettings agencies provided a good
supply of properties.

Letting Agents advised that with

the right offer of support they felt
properties from the PRS could be
found. However, they did report that
they felt promises of support from the
local authority at the start of a tenancy
were often not followed through
during the tenancy which made them
wary and sceptical.

Housing associations advised that they
would be keen to contribute to any
new Housing First initiative but would
seek reassurances around the duration
and nature of support available to
Housing First tenants. There would
need to be guarantees over the length
of support available to tenants so that
associations were not ‘left’ managing
tenancies they did not have the
capacity or expertise to support.

Criminal justice

Criminal justice professionals advised
that the most pressing challenge
facing them is the often very short
window to put a package in place as
key services are not given enough
time when notified of an individual's
upcoming release. We were also
advised that caseloads for the prolific
offender team have risen from an
average of 5 to 50, which made person
centred work very challenging.

Generally, it was felt that people get
good support whilst in local prisons
but then often go straight from prison
onto the streets, as the supportisn'tin
place once somebody is released.

“The hostel is very good

at accommodating people
coming out of prison but there
often aren't rooms available at
short notice.”

Criminal justice professional

Barriers were flagged up that some
offences e.g. sex offences and arson,
are deemed too risky for them

to be accommodated with many
providers and this presents a situation
where there is no alternative but

for the person to be released into
homelessness.

It was also highlighted that many
people being released do not have
their benefit payments sorted until the
day of release, which often means they
receive no welfare payments for 6-12
weeks. This results in people having

no money and it was noted that as a
result of this it was unsurprising that
reoffending rates for this group are
very high.

“They (prison leavers) often
don't have ID and so can't
open bank accounts for benefit
payments. Many then go on
to burgle and get sent back
to prison. This is a huge issue
which is preventable if their
benefits and accommodation
are organised whilst they are
still in prison so that they can
come out with money and
somewhere to live on the day
of release.”

Criminal justice professional

Health and Social Care

We heard that the integrated model

of health and social care in Torbay did
present many opportunities to address
the wider health needs of homeless
people. However, capacity of these
services to meet demand was raised
repeatedly as a barrier.

We heard about the positive
commitment made by Adult Social
Care services to provide 20 hours

a week of flexible care for people
who are homeless and/or accessing
homeless services, which is helping to
fill gaps within current provision.

Current system

We heard very positive comments
about the district nurse services
and the proactive offer to
homeless people.

It is also important to highlight the
good practice around mental health
support with the local authority
hosting Vulnerability and Complex
Needs Workers, providing specialist
mental health support and expertise.

However, it was felt that additional
capacity is needed here. It was noted
that within mental health services

the threshold for people to access
residential care is very high. It was

felt that this leaves a gap which the
hostel is filling, as it becomes the only
accommodation option for some
people. It was widely felt this was not
sustainable in the long term and that
the hostel was not the most conducive
environment to support recovery.

It was also identified that there is a
lack of lower level support and many
professionals noted the gap which
has been created by the reduction in
Supporting People funding for
floating support.

“People coming through the
system need practical help

in their own accommodation
e.g. cleaning. They need to
help to cope, often linked to
mental health issues. People
are finding it difficult to look
after themselves and their
properties. This needs a lot of
attention to support people to
be able to create a warm and
safe environment to live in."

Social Worker
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The GP provision with Leonard Stocks
was highly commended however there
was scepticism from professionals
about the willingness of other GP
surgeries to proactively engage and
support homeless people.

The Department for Work and
Pensions (DWP)

It was very evident from the
conversations we had with local DWP
officers that there is considerable

will and enthusiasm to engage with
partners to support homeless people.

The general challenges posed by
welfare reform were brought up by
both professionals and those with lived
experience. Delays in payment was
cited as the key barrier for homeless
people in securing housing.

It was concerning however that

both local DWP managers and local
authority managers advised they
struggled to make contact and inroads
with each other’s services. This
appeared to contradict the positivity
we saw from DWP managers who
were keen to discuss how they could
offer increased flexibility and support
to potential beneficiaries of Housing
First services.

Drug and Alcohol Services

We heard positively from professionals
about the weekly meetings held
with drug and alcohol services on
challenging cases and how there is
willingness to be flexible. However,
flexibility and capacity is constrained
by reduced budgets and because
some service models set are
nationally, which makes local
commissioning challenging.

It was also felt that expectations
placed on people with chaotic
lives and challenging needs were
sometimes damaging and not
conducive to recovery.

“Walnut Lodge (the drug and
alcohol service) drop people
too quickly, if they miss
appointments, which means
that they then must go back

to the beginning of the process
if they then need further
support.”

Housing Support Worker

It was also reported that there are
delays in people getting a script, often
around 6 weeks and some chemists
are reluctant to dispense scripts, often
looking for reasons not to.

Other barriers

We asked whether there were any
specific challenges in supporting
homeless people who may have no
recourse to public funds but were
advised that services did not see
anyone who is homeless who did not
have an entitlement.

We have found that it has proved more
challenging to secure consistent data
on levels and type of need than it did
for the Liverpool City Region study we
previously carried out. Whilst the TESH
work has helped provide detail the lack
of a consistent data recording system
across street outreach, the hostel,
Housing Options services and Home
Choice has made building a complete
picture very difficult. Shekinah's plans
to implement the ECINS’ system
should create the necessary shared IT
system but it will need consideration
as to how it can link to other systems.

7 http://www.empowering-communities.org/software/e-cins/

1.5 Strategic
challenges, threats
and opportunities for
Torbay in relation to
homelessness

Support for other homeless people
Throughout the study the potential

for a housing-led or Housing First
approach to be adopted to benefit
other client groups, specifically young
people and people fleeing domestic
abuse, has been raised. Whilst this
report is not intended to consider

the full potential of housing-led
approaches to respond to the needs of
these groups there is clear potential for
the principles of Housing First and any
systems and structures put in place

to be expanded to offer a service to

a wider group.

For young people specifically we heard
that there is an issue transitioning
between children’s and adult services.
Adult services often feel they don't
get enough notice when someone is
moving towards their services. To help
resolve these issues a new Transition
Worker post has been created in adult
services to give them more time to
plan the transition between children’s
and adult services.

We heard that the commissioning

of young people’s services can be
too separated from commissioning

of adult services and where people
straddle children’s and adult’s services
they can miss out. Therefore, we
would suggest that any decision to
change commissioning practice to
support homeless adults in a new way
should also consider the potential

for young person’s commissioning.
Emerging work in Canada® and in
Scotland® on Housing First approach
for young people could offer some
useful guidance and inspiration.

8 http://homelesshub.ca/HF4Yn
9 http://www.rocktrust.org/housing-first-for-youth/

Current system

Homelessness Reduction Act
Feedback from people with lived
experience highlighted some missed
opportunities to prevent homelessness
which would reduce the overall
demand on any new Housing

First system.

The introduction of the Homelessness
Reduction Act in England from April
3rd 2018 creates a statutory basis

for homelessness prevention work.
Whilst there are some examples of
prevention work taking place by the
Housing Options team the insistence
on rigid local connection criteria

is acting as a barrier to resolving
homelessness at an earlier stage and
is then increasing demand further on
as people become more entrenched
into homelessness.

As referenced above it is also evident
from temporary accommodation
data that there are significant
numbers of single homeless people
within temporary accommodation
whose homelessness has not been
prevented. As also stated above this
seems disproportionately high when
compared to other Local Authorities.

For these reasons, and to ensure that
opportunities to prevent homelessness
are realised, in later chapters we will be
proposing a wider system change to
homelessness services and not just a
standalone Housing First project.
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Case study 2

» Male, originally from outside Devon

» Moved to Torbay a couple of
months ago

e Moved to Torbay to be closer to child
who was taken into care when he
was younger

» Has now become homeless due to
relationship breakdown

» So far has been unable to prove a
local connection in Torbay

e |f council agrees to provide crisis
support / rent in advance, then
he will start looking for a tenancy
agreement with a private landlord

 Assistance with budgeting would be
really useful

» Would like to get a job rather than
stay on benefits, has had jobs in the
past, but needs stability first before
can access work

» Skilled outdoor labouring work
would be the ideal job role. First job
was in restaurant and loved that,
if offered a job now would take it
straight away, a good, busy, quick
atmosphere

« Suffers with ADHD so support to
keep that under control would be
useful in addition to budgeting
advice. However, feels that it is
mostly about a mindset, the ADHD is
not so severe that it is debilitating

e Would prefer to talk to someone with
lived experience of homelessness,
they are easier to talk to and have
been in the same boat

The Benefit System

Restrictions on support with housing
costs are also potentially significant.
Most adults aged 35, without a partner
and/or children can only secure
enough support to rent a room in a
shared house in the PRS.

Partial exemptions are made for
homeless people over 25 who have
experience of living in a hostel or
temporary supported housing for
at least three months, removing the
requirement to share private rented
housing if under 35, but potential

Housing First service users may not
have accumulated this amount of time
in hostels.

The Housing First model is built

on the idea that resettlement and
reintegration into society following
homelessness is centred around
providing someone with their own,
settled ordinary home. Being required
to share with others, particularly
when someone may well have high
treatment and support needs if
rehoused in the private rented sector,
or having to subsidise rent costs with
welfare benefits designed to pay for
food and fuel, if living alone in social
rented housing with two bedrooms,
potentially undermines the Housing
First model.

Housing First forms the backbone of
the Canadian and French strategies to
tackle recurrent and repeated single
homelessness associated with severe
mental illness, strategies that would
not have been attempted if there
were doubt that service users would
have enough income to meet the
housing and subsistence costs. In the
original model of Housing First in New
York, referral criteria had to centre

on eligibility for a specific Federally
provided welfare benefit, conditional
on having a psychiatric diagnosis,

to ensure service users had enough
money to contribute towards the rent
and to live on.

The restrictions on benefit support
with meeting the costs of renting
housing potentially undermine the
effectiveness of Housing First in
Torbay. There are limits to what the
local authorities can do in response
to these restrictions. One alternative is
to provide supplementary funding to
compensate for the limitations of the
benefit system, which obviously adds
to the cost of Housing First. The other
is to combine with other interested
parties and lobby for exemptions
around restriction in housing costs for
people moving out of homelessness

and limiting benefits to a room in

a shared house if under 35, when
someone has been assessed as eligible
for a Housing First service. Crisis will
be calling for this type of exemption in
our Plan to End Homelessness.

Benefit System Payments for

Rent in Supported Housing

The benefit reforms which reduce

the amount of rent paid to supported
housing tenants, (i.e. living in
congregate or communal settings, or
in core and cluster schemes were first
proposed in 2011), becoming more
specific in 2015. Supported housing
often charges an additional premium
on rent to help cover operating costs.
Technically, since the short-lived
Supporting People reforms in England,
funding for support and rent have
been separated, but in reality part of
the funding for allowing supported
housing to function has come from
the benefit system paying higher rents.

The reforms, at the time of writing,
are scheduled to come into effect in
April 2019, reducing payments to the
levels awarded to eligible tenants in
the private rented sector, which will
be generally less than the current rent
levels for much supported housing.
Supported housing will however

be exempt from the requirements
for people aged under 35 to

share housing.

Homelessness service providers
operating supported housing,
alongside those social landlords and
charities providing rented sheltered
and supported housing for older
people and people with disabilities,
have voiced concerns about this
change. It is important to note that
funding will be reallocated in the
first instance, with local authorities
receiving an amount that is supposedly
equivalent to the extra benefit
payments that covered the total cost
of supported housing rents. This will
allow local authorities to top up’ the
benefit system payments

Current system

(equivalent to the accepted level of
private rented sector rent) when they
assess supported housing schemes as
requiring an additional rental payment.

One concern is that this form of
change has been experienced before.
Enhanced rates of benefit paid to
people in supported housing, which
covered both housing and support
costs, were replaced in 2003. Rent
was paid by the benefit system

and a separate 'Supporting People’
budget, to cover support costs, was
created. This Supporting People
budget nominally made the same
amount of funding available (again
administered by local authorities)

to pay support costs, previously

paid for by the benefit system. The
Supporting People budget, which still
exists in Wales and Northern Ireland,
was first cut significantly and then,
effectively, abolished in England.
Cuts to supported housing provision
for homeless people followed.
Theoretically, this exercise could follow
the same pattern, the ‘premium’ paid
for supported housing rents at first
being separated as a distinct budget
and then subjected to cuts, possibly
ceasing to exist as a specific funding
stream at some point thereafter.

These changes are a potential driver
for the development of Housing

First across the UK. It is possible that
at least some single-site supported
housing provision will close, while
some planned schemes may no longer
be developed. Housing First, which
uses ordinary housing and does not
meet operational costs by charging an
enhanced rent, may become a more
economically viable model than some
forms of higher intensity supported
housing for homeless and potentially
homeless people with complex
needs. Alongside this, lower intensity
housing-led and tenancy sustainment
teams, also using floating support and
ordinary housing, may become more
commonly used than existing low

and medium intensity supported
housing models.
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The financial pressures across the
benefit system are unlikely to go
away. Housing First services may
become more economically attractive
and be seen increasingly as the only
alternative to any supported housing
which has become economically
defunct due to the changes to the
welfare system. However, the general
pressure to drive down costs may
create a context in which there is
pressure to dilute Housing First, or
remove certain elements from the
service model, and there is a need
for caution here. Low fidelity Housing
First that does not offer intensive,
flexible support to people with high
and complex needs, tends to be

less effective.

-
Current
serivces

Current services

-

Chapter 2: Current provision
and use of services for homeless
people with complex needs

This chapter focuses on the increasing numbers of
people with high and complex needs who are homeless
in Torbay (who would be the potential beneficiaries of

any Housing First project).

2.1 Homelessness service
usage by people with
complex needs

It is evident from all the research

we undertook, whether qualitative

or quantitative, that the numbers of
homeless people with complex needs
have increased in Torbay. For the
purposes of this study we have defined
complex needs as someone with more
than one identified support need.
However, we appreciate that there

is an inevitable ambiguity around

the definition.

Quantitative Data

The evidence referenced above from
the 61 interviews with people with
lived experience identified that 66% of
them advised they have more than one
support needs.

» 31% of people interviewed identified
they wanted support with their
mental health

» 39% of people interviewed identified
they wanted support with receiving
drug and/or alcohol treatment.

This is corroborated by the TESH data
from the February 2018 connections
week which found that the following
from conversations with 40 people
sleeping rough.
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» 51% of respondents said that they
have a mental health issue that
would make it hard for them to live
independently

» 50% of respondents had lost housing
in the past due to drinking or drug
use, and 53% felt that this may be an
issue in the future

o 44% of respondents reported having
a chronic health issue

» 33% of respondents had an issue
with drinking or drugs, plus a chronic
physical health issue plus a mental
health issue.

Further to this, information from the
Housing Options service identified

that between April 2017 and February
2018 there were 102 Single Female
clients placed within Temporary
Accommodation, and 172 Single Males.

The highest priority need for both Male
and Female clients was “Mental illness
or disability” accounting for 447% of
Male cases and 31% of Female cases.
Physical disability was the second
highest need for Males (22%) with
violence (including Domestic Violence)
being the second highest for

females (16%).
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No | % of total

Number of people known that made 14 | 36%
a positive move (Private Rented
accommodation)

Number of people known that made 5 13%
a positive move (Social housing)

Number of people known that made 5 13%
a positive move (long time supported
accommodation and others)

Number of people did not make 8 21%
a positive move

Unknown whether positive or not 7 18%

Total 39

Data from Leonard Stocks Hostel
Immediate move on rates are relatively
good from the hostel (63% of residents
moving onto stable accommodation

in the past 12 months). We also
undertook a snapshot of residents
placed at the hostel 2 years ago (April
2016) and looked to see if we could
identify their current accommodation
situation as of April 2018.

We also took a snapshot of need
within Leonard Stocks Hostel in April
2017 and identified the following
barriers to people being able to move
on into independent housing.

With 56% of residents being unable
to move on as their support needs
are too high (and arguably you could
include those barred from moving on
into this category) it is evident that the
increased complexity of needs being
managed is restricting move through
the hostel. This in turn will impact

on the hostels ability to provide
accommodation to people on the
streets or waiting in non-supported
temporary accommodation.

This is further compounded by the
number of repeat residents to the
hostel. Figures for the last 12 months
show 45 of the 93 placements being
people who have previously been
residents of the hostel.

So, whilst move on is being achieved
for some residents the repeated
placements suggest that move on isn’t
resulting in homelessness ending for
good and the lack of move on overall
shows that supported accommodation
capacity is not sufficient to meet

overall need. This significant challenge,

to securing long term successful
move on accommodation, was further
evidenced in the qualitative research
which we will outline in the

next section.

Current services

Need private
rent (have dog)
6%

Support needs
too high (includes
5 returners

56%

Qualitative evidence

It is important to highlight again that
the quality of the support available
from the hostel was often highly
praised but the nature of hostel
living was often cited as a deterrent
for people to come indoors as the
congregate nature of the hostel can
create a series of challenges and
barriers for many people with
complex needs.

Through necessity rules need

to be set to manage congregate
accommodation but people with
complex needs can struggle to
adhere to these rules. This increases
risk of eviction and potential periods
where they are banned from the
accommodation.

Inevitably in seeking to provide
accommodation and support to
people with complex needs you will
be placing people into shared spaces
with others who maybe at a different
stage of their recovery. Congregate
accommodation such as hostels
cannot easily provide the space for

Barred from
moving on
9%

Waiting for
social housing
13%

New to
the hostel
16%

people wanting to distance themselves
from others and this challenge was
reflected in feedback we received.

“I need company but I also
need to break away from
people who do drugs.”

Male, hostel resident

As an alternative to this people
identified the need for quicker access
into their own accommodation but
with flexible support made available as
and when it was needed.

“I want to get into a house and
get it decorated and be stable
and then get a steady job, keep
bills going, and get mental
health in order.”

Male, rough sleeper, has been
homeless on and off since 2000
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As a result of the challenges and
barriers, people with complex needs
are at high risk of: frequent evictions
from hostels or from move on
accommodation, getting ‘stuck’ within
the hostel system, or rejecting services
altogether, as can be seen in the case
study below.

Case study 3

e Male, repeat offender, previously
dependent on drugs, in supported
accommodation

* Left prison last year and was referred
to Supported Accommodation when
previously made homeless on release
from prison

e In and out of homelessness since
age of 16

» Been historically housed in 5 or 6
different properties but underlying
drug addiction has always caused
problems

» Would be keen to get involved with
a detox project — ‘the devil makes
work for idle hands’

* A lot of temptation to use drugs in
current accommodation

» Would like support to become drug
free and get away from other users
(in self-contained property)

» Concerned about cost of furnishing
and paying rent on a property and
would like support to maintain and
keep the property

» Would feel better knowing that the
support was there, even if it wasn't
needed at the time, knowing that
they have someone to talk to if
needed

2.2 Going around
in circles

The level of repeat homelessness
and lack of move on from the hostel
is evidence that there isn't a clear
and successful pathway through
homelessness services in Torbay

for everyone.

The actual lack of move on options
is accompanied by a fear of moving
on from supported accommodation
which came across in the interviews
we carried out with supported
accommodation residents.

“I am grateful to council for
helping access furniture when
in a house, but the support
that's provided in hostels drops
off when entering a tenancy.”

Male supported
accommodation resident who
had moved on only to return
when tenancy broke down due
to inability to keep up with rent.

“I would like to have own flat
but not sure if ready for it."

Female supported
accommodation resident with
multiple physical health needs
who was unsure those needs
could be met in independent
accommodation

“Drop in support would be
helpful, just having someone
come round and check in on
you to make sure you're ok
every now and again.
Somewhere that my daughter
could visit that is clean and
self-contained.”

Male sleeping on the street

“I have been on and off the
street since 16 years old, and
I have found that as soon

as I am in my own place the
support disappears.”

Male in temporary
accommodation

The quotes and case study below
demonstrate the cliff edge drop of
support which exists as people move
out of supported accommodation

and into an independent home. This
drop off in support is evidently acting
as a barrier preventing people from
successfully moving on or even having
the confidence to believe they can
move on.

Case study 4

» Female, from Torbay

» Homeless for last few years

e Had council accommodation, but
partner died (and accommodation
was in his name) so this person
and her two children were made
homeless

» Now estranged from two children

e Repeatedly evicted from hostels for
breaking the rules

e Currently living in Supported
Accommodation for a number
of months, reluctant to leave,
too fearful to enter permanent
accommodation

» Not sure about what support is
available currently to access secure
accommodation

» Would want support to maintain
accommodation, talk to the landlord
so you don't have to

» Support for accessing methadone,
prescription has stopped and has
spent £1000 since last Friday

e Reluctant to engage with authority
figures, doesn't believe in telling
hostel workers the truth

» Unable to speak up, fears of
sanctions for continuing to use

2.3 Missed opportunities

As discussed in Chapter one, people
with complex needs provided

a number of examples where

earlier intervention to resolve their
homelessness would have prevented
their needs escalating.

Current services

The case study below is an example
of this but it was a common
phenomenon. It appeared that rather
than prompting people to reconnect
to outside of Torbay it led to people
remaining in the Bay area and often
forming negative contacts and
establishing damaging behaviours.

It was also evident that whilst some
people did not have a technical local
connection, insomuch as that had
residence in Torbay for past 3-6
months. They did have some reason
for seeking housing in Torbay, which
was in most cases a family connection.

The lack of early intervention, usually
on the grounds that the person does
not technically have a local connection
to Torbay, repeatedly led to people
new to homelessness becoming
entrenched and developing complex
needs. This lack of assistance has

led to a cynicism and scepticism

about what the council can offer and
whether it is worth seeking help.

Case study 5

» Moved to Torbay 3 years ago as
partner’'s her daughter lived in Torbay
and wanted to see her more often

» Council did not offer any assistance
due to lack of local connection and
couldn't get access to a hostel

» Bought a tent and slept rough for
8 months

» Offered a hostel place in Paignton
(separate rooms) people who ran the
hostel found them a flat but it was in
poor condition with pest infestation
(110 rats in 3 months)

e Went into prison due to drug use,
detoxed in prison and went straight
into residential rehab with partner

» 3 months clean now, on the
12 steps programme for Narcotics
Anonymous in Torbay

o Likely to stay in the rehab project
for longer than necessary because
there’s no move on.

27
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“Well they just don't like, they
don't go through, they don't
look at you thoroughly, they
just look at bits and bobs of
you like and they don't get the
full job done and they shut you
down before you've even got
there and if they'd looked at
you thoroughly, you wouldn't
have got turned down. That's
what I've noticed.”

Female rough sleeper talking
about her experience with the
council

“But other than the churches,
all it is is Leonard Stocks and
they only open up when the
temperature is below freezing
and there's only one hostel in
this one area and it seems a
little bit like, if your face fits
you get a room in there, and

if they don't like you or what
not, then you don't get a room
in there. If you're homeless,
you've got to be in this area for
3 months before they'll even
look at you so that's another
problem.”

Male rough sleeper

[, -
Housing

First g

Chapter 3: Developing Housing
First as part of a solution to
homelessness

The aim of this chapter is to set out what we feel are
the key components of any solutions to homelessness
in Torbay informed strongly by the view of people with
lived experience.

Informed by this input we feel that a Housing First
approach underpinned by a robust prevention service,
iIf implemented correctly, would work well in
contributing to ending street homelessness in Torbay.

Housing First

3.1 What did homeless 1. Emotional Support

people tell us they “I need support to occupy

valued and needed? myself during the day, to stay
positive and not relapse into

Homeless people told us generally drugs. I would want someone

they felt the following should be to come round once a week to

key features of any successful be supportive and a motivator.”

homelessness system:
Male (currently rough sleeping)
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2. Peer support

“How can you help someone
(out of homelessness) if you

haven't been there yourself?
Not these textbook junkies.”

Male currently rough sleeping,
has been homeless for over 20
years, using heroin and alcohol

3. Non-judgemental support
“I don't want to be tarred with
same brush as everyone else.”

Male rough sleeper when asked
what would be most important
to him in receiving support

4. Independence

“My aspirations are to be able
to do normal day to day things
like having people round for
dinner or coffee.”

Male, supported
accommodation resident

5. Clear opportunities for
rehabilitation and longer
term planning

“My plan for the future is to
work as a chef, as I studied
hospitality at college for 3
years. I aspire to have work
and my house sorted.”

Female, supported
accommodation resident

6. Structure and purpose

“I would welcome some
support filling out forms and
budgeting, shopping, bills,
other ways of socialising,
groups/meetings, social
activities so not to get bored
or relapse.”

Female, supported
accommodation resident

These quotes provide a sense of what
is needed for individuals and we will
now go onto to set out why we believe
a Housing First approach would meet
these needs and also potentially
address some of the existing barriers
we have highlighted in the

earlier chapters.

3.2 What is Housing First
and how does it respond
to these needs?

Housing First is a system of support
for homeless people with high and
complex needs which is designed

to deliver a sustainable exit from
homelessness, improve health

and well-being and enable social
integration. Housing First uses ordinary
housing, which can be private rented
or social rented (although challenges
exist with ensuring private rented
housing can provide a long-term
home). Housing First is designed to
house formerly homeless people with
high needs in their own, settled homes
as quickly as possible and to provide
the support they will need to sustain
an exit from homelessness in their
own home.

Housing First uses a mobile team of
workers, who visit formerly homeless
people in their own homes, providing
practical and emotional support

and acting as service brokers, or
case managers, who help arrange
access to any services that someone

using Housing First needs, such as
psychiatric services, drug services,
health care or social work support.
Housing First will also ensure someone
is housed adequately and has the
required range of household goods
and furniture to live independently,
also providing help with budgeting and
day to day living skills where needed.*®

In practical terms this means:

e Immediate or rapid housing in
a settled home.

* No requirement to stay in a homeless
hostel, nor in any form of congregate
or communal temporary supported
housing, prior to housing being
provided.

* No completion of courses, training
or other expectations in respect
of demonstrating ‘readiness’ for
housing are required before housing
is provided.

* No requirement for compliance
with treatment, including psychiatric
and drug/alcohol treatment, before
housing is provided.

Housing First is also distinctive in terms
of the degree of choice and control
given to service users. Someone using
Housing First is supported to design
their own package of services and
help, they design their own process

of exiting homelessness. This control
extends to whether someone using
Housing First chooses to engage with
treatment, including drug/alcohol
treatment and mental health services.
Both access to housing and retention
of housing are not conditional on
complying with treatment or behaving
in certain ways, housing and support
are separated in the Housing First model.

However, Housing First is not passive,
it does not simply offer housing on

an unconditional basis to homeless
people with complex needs. Housing
First workers engage with service users
within a harm reduction framework

Housing First

and follow a recovery orientation,
centring on providing people using
Housing First with the idea that
positive change in their lives, in respect
of ending homelessness, improving
health, building relationships and
becoming part of the community is
possible and emphasising that support
is available.

Housing First does not tell the
homeless people with complex needs
using the service how to behave, it
does not tell them not to drink or take
drugs, but the workers emphasise
that positive change — as and when
someone chooses to make it — is
possible and will be supported.

Peer support, where delivering
Housing First, involves people

who are ‘experts by experience’ in
homelessness, is an essential element
to the approach succeeding. There is
a broad emphasis on a psychologically
informed, strength-based approach,
focusing on what the people using
Housing First can achieve for
themselves, what they are capable of,
and avoiding any judgements about
how someone became homeless.*
The role of peer support was identified
a number of times in our conversations
with homeless people both in terms
of receiving that support but also
showing a keenness to become a peer
supporter. Homeless people wanted
to use their own experience to
support others.

“Once I am out of
homelessness, I would like to
offer support to others who are
struggling to find housing or
deal with mental health issues.”

Male, currently homeless, has
been homeless on and off for
past five years

10 Pleace, N. (2016) Housing First Guide Europe Brussels: FEANTSA http://housingfirstguide.eu/
11 Padgett, D.K.; Henwood, B.F. and Tsemberis, S (2016) Housing First: Ending Homelessness, Transforming
Systems and Changing Lives Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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3.3 The Case for
Housing First

The evidence for Housing First is
almost overwhelming. There are

no other approaches to ending
homelessness which have been so
well researched and tested.*? Since
the original experiments led by

Sam Tsemberis in New York in the
1990s, the Housing First approach

has become a core aspect of
homelessness strategy in much of

the economically developed world.

In contexts as diverse as Portugal,
Denmark, Ireland, Italy and Canada
success has been reported, with
Housing First services successfully
ending homelessness for between
seven and nine out of every ten people
they work with, levels that approach
double the success rate of some earlier
models of homelessness service.'
Notwithstanding the relative high
move on rates being achieved from
supported accommodation in Torbay
(60% as set out in Chapter 1) we would
expect Housing First approaches to
improve on this. Also, in addition to
that snapshot figure the high rate of
returners to the hostel suggests that
overall longer term successful move

in is more likely to be closer to 50%.

However, and perhaps most
importantly given what we have
identified as the key challenges in
Torbay, it would increase capacity to
help more homeless people in a way
the current hostel system could not
and provide the opportunity to offer
a truly personalised approach to the
significant number of people stuck
within the system and repeating their
experience of homelessness.

Alongside the successes of Housing
First where it has been implemented,
there is clear evidence of cost
effectiveness. Housing First may
sometimes be less expensive than
other forms of homelessness service.
However, it is probably more accurate
to say, based on current evidence, that
while levels of spending on Housing
First may ultimately be similar to those
for other forms of homelessness
service for people with high and
complex needs, Housing First ends
homelessness more effectively. In
short, a pound spent on Housing First
tends to achieve more than a pound
spent on other services designed

for homeless people with high and
complex needs.**

Homelessness services have often
been heavily influenced by services
designed to resettle people who have
been in a psychiatric hospital, or other
institutional mental health service,
into ordinary housing. This pattern of
service provision emerged because
homelessness was, particularly in the
context of North America, but also

in Scandinavian countries and to an
extent in the UK, originally thought to
be strongly related to severe mental
illness. Staircase or linear-residential
treatment models emerged, using a
system of steps which took someone
from a highly supervised (sometimes
ward-like) institutional environment
to a point where they were living
independently. Sometimes the steps
involved moving from one institution
to another, sometimes the process
was contained on a single site.

When all the steps were completed,
someone is ‘housing ready’. Another
way to characterise these services is
as Housing Last, in which access to
housing for a single homeless person
with high support needs is only

12 Mackie,P., Johnsen, S., and Wood, J. (2017) Ending rough sleeping: what works? An international

evidence review. Crisis: London

13 Pleace, N. (2008) Effective Services for Substance Misuse and Homelessness in Scotland: Evidence from
an international review Edinburgh: Scottish Government; Pleace, N. (2016) Op. Cit.; Padgett, D. et al (2016)

Op. Cit.

14 Culhane, D.P. (2008) The Cost of Homelessness: A Perspective from the United States European Journal
of Homelessness 2(1) http://works.bepress.com/dennis_culhane/82/ ; Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015)
Housing First in England: An Evaluation of Nine Services Homeless Link.

given when they have completed all
the steps required in an institutional
setting, are behaving in the ‘right” way
and are complying with treatment.'®

Housing First emerged in part because
Housing Last was not working very
well. Expenditure on these services
was high, but only between four

and six people out of every ten with
complex needs were sustaining exits
from homelessness. There was also
clear evidence, from both the USA
and from Swedish research, that
people were getting ‘stuck’, unable to
complete all the steps that a Housing
Last approach expected them to
follow and ending up spending years
bouncing around in services that were
supposed to end their homelessness
within weeks or months. This has
been borne out in our analysis of how
services are currently working for a
significant number of people in Torbay.

Finally, although it was not true of

all Housing Last services, research
showed these approaches could be
judgemental and harsh, particularly

in respect to alcohol and drug
consumption, but also in respect of
enforcing behavioural standards, which
meant some homeless people with
complex needs were running away
from the more regimented examples
of Housing Last services.!® The step-
based approaches to resettling former
psychiatric patients in the community,
the service model on which Housing
Last services were based, had also not
worked well.

There are some debates about what
exactly Housing First should be. The
arguments centre on the level of
fidelity that a Housing First service
should have with the original model,
as developed by Sam Tsemberis in the

15 Pleace, N. (2008) Op. Cit.
16 Pleace, N. (2008) Op. Cit.

Housing First

1990s. Some argue that only very high
fidelity (near-replication of the original
approach) can achieve real success,
which is the approach taken by the
national Housing First programmes

in Canada and in France.’® However,
others argue that while philosophical
compliance is essential to success,

i.e. the core principles of Housing

First must always be followed, the
operational details of Housing First
can be allowed to vary by context.?

A Europeanised version of Housing
First was developed in consultation
with Sam Tsemberis, who was part

of the team working on the Housing
First Guide Europe and who advised
on the Key Principles of Housing First
England. The key differences with

the original model of Housing First
are that there is no requirement that
housing must always be self-contained
(i.e. usually a one bed flat if someone
is living alone, not in immediate
proximity to other Housing First
service users) and with respect to how
the support is delivered. In the original
model, mental health support models,
assertive community treatment (ACT)
and intensive case management
(ICM), were specified, which involves
considerable direct provision of
services by Housing First when
supplying ACT (used for homeless
people with the very highest needs).

Thus far, UK Housing First experiments
have been a case-management only
version of Housing First. Here, as in the
original model, there is a relatively high
amount of contact between workers
and Housing First service users, but
health, drug, alcohol, mental health
and other support needs are handled
primarily through referral and support
with using external services.?° In other
words, UK Housing First services

17 Ridgway, P. and Zipple, A.M. (1990) The Paradigm Shift in Residential Services: From the Linear
Continuum to Supported Housing Approaches, Psychosocial Rehabilitation Journal 13 pp.11-31

18 Padgett, D. et al (2016) Op. Cit.

19 Pleace, N. and Bretherton, J. (2013) ‘'The Case for Housing First in the European Union: A Critical
Evaluation of Concerns about Effectiveness’ European Journal of Homelessness 7(2), pp. 21-41.
20 Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Op. Cit. (74% of service users housed for 1 year or more)
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have, thus far, ensured someone has

a doctor, makes sure they attend
appointments and get the treatment
they need, works to get any help
wanted with drugs and alcohol from
specialist services and arranges other
treatment and support on the same
basis, connecting people with services,
rather than providing those

services directly.

Broadly speaking, while the trials of
‘high fidelity’ Housing First in Canada
and in France, using the original
ACT/ICM model have proven highly
successful, there are reports of very
strong results from Housing First
services using a case management
approach.?! In England, seven out of
every 10 service users were housed
at one year by five Housing First
pilots,?? in the Netherlands, Finland,
Portugal and Ireland, similar or better
results were achieved by Housing
First services that followed a case
management model.

The importance of consistent results,
for a service model that costs no
more than other service models

for homeless people with high and
complex needs, is one reason why
Housing First has gone from a single
service in New York to a global
phenomenon. The other is the use of
a Housing First model for the national
homelessness strategy in Finland.
Finnish experience in using Housing
First as an approach to long-term and
recurrent homelessness, has been
extremely positive and lain at the
core of a sustained national strategy
that has brought Finland to a point
where homelessness is becoming

a functional zero. The concept of
functional zero can be summarised
as a state in which experience of

homelessness is rare and, where it
does occur, short-term, with Finland
having levels of homelessness that
are extremely low by UK standards.?®
Housing First is successful in Finland
because it is a part of an integral
homelessness strategy which includes
a strong emphasis on prevention and
an array of lower intensity services,
but the incorporation of Housing First
has enabled Finland to bring the most
damaging form of homelessness,
among people with high and complex
needs, close to a functional zero.

While Housing First represents a
major change in how homelessness is
responded to across the economically
developed world, it is still an emergent
approach. Many of the homelessness
services in the UK, across Western
Europe and North America follow a
Housing Last model. Housing First

is growing and has become a core
strategy in some countries, but in the
UK and elsewhere, Housing First is
still developing.

Recent announcements from the
English Government to fund Housing
First ‘pilots” are hugely welcomed.?*

It is perhaps underselling the level of
investment (£28 million across Greater
Manchester, the West Midlands and
the Liverpool City Region) to describe
them as ‘pilots’. Informed by the
earlier Crisis feasibility study in the
Liverpool City Region, Government
have acknowledged that a system wide
change needs to occur to support the
successful implementation of Housing
First. Without addressing some of the
repeated causes of homelessness then
standalone Housing First project can
help the current cohort of homeless
people with complex needs but it will
not prevent others from sadly taking

21 Busch-Geertsema, V. (2013) Housing First Europe: Final Report http://housingfirstguide.eu/website/wp-
content/uploads/2016/03/FinalReportHousingFirstEurope.pdf

22 Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Op. Cit.

23 Pleace, N.; Knutagard, M.; Culhane, D.P. and Granfelt, R. (2016) 'The Strategic Response to
Homelessness in Finland: Exploring Innovation and Coordination within a National Plan to Reduce and
Prevent Homelessness' in Nichols, N. Doberstein, C. (eds) Exploring Effective Systems Responses to
Homelessness Toronto: Canadian Observatory on Homelessness.

24 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-to-lead-national-effort-to-end-rough-sleeping

the places of the people who have
received the initial wave of help.

Health, wellbeing and social
integration

The clearest measure for success in
the use of Housing First lies in the
evidence that it sustainably ends
homelessness. The evidence in respect
of improvements to health, well-being
and social integration is more mixed,?
but there is evidence of positive
outcomes in these respects as well.?

The evaluation of Housing First pilots
in England completed in 2015?” found
that, among 60 users of Housing
First services:

43% reported bad or very bad physical
health a year before using a Housing
First service, with 28% reporting the
same poor levels of health as Housing
First service users (i.e. a 15% drop

in reports of bad or very bad

physical health).

52% reported bad or very bad mental
health a year before using a Housing
First service, dropping to 18% when
surveyed as Housing First service users.

Uneven results in respect of drug and
alcohol use, but some evidence of
improvement for individuals.

25% of Housing First service users
reporting daily, weekly or monthly
contact with family one year before
using Housing First, compared to

75% reporting these levels of familial
contact as Housing First service users,
a 50% improvement.

Falls in involvement in anti-social
behaviour, from 78% reporting
involvement a year before using
Housing First to 53% as Housing First
service users.

Housing First

The core goal of Housing First, what

it seeks to achieve as a model, is to
use housing as a basis from which to
pursue integration into mainstream
social and economic life. What this
means in practice is that Housing First
seeks to improve the following aspects
of an individual’s life:

« social integration

e as part of a community

» developing positive friendships,
family relationships, having a partner

e economic integration

e paid work where possible

e progress towards paid work e.g.
education, training

e structured and meaningful activity

 health and wellbeing

¢ mental health

e physical health

e drugs and alcohol.

It is notable how these ambitions
came up repeatedly in our interviews
with homeless people in Torbay. The
aspiration to get back into paid work or
training was a common feature of our
conversations, even with people with
the most complex needs.

Housing First will not achieve total
SUCCESS in every case, No service

is perfectly effective and there are
individuals for whom Housing First

is not the right service model. Some
people may want more structure,

for example, rather than wishing to
engage with a Housing First service
model that essentially requires an
individual to determine and build their
own support package, albeit with
whatever assistance the Housing First
service can provide.

25 Johnson, G., Parkinson, S. and Parsell, C. (2012) Policy shift or program drift? Implementing Housing
First in Australia, AHURI Final Report No. 184, AHURI: Melbourne; Pleace, N. and Quilgars, D. (2013) Improving
Health and Social Integration through Housing First: A Review DIHAL.

26 Quilgars, D. and Pleace, N. (2016) Housing First and Social Integration: A Realistic Aim? Social Inclusion,

4 (4), pp. 5-15
27 Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Op. Cit.
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“I am open to both shared
housing and independent
place, but rules help to keep
order and keep me stable.”

Male, rough sleeper, now in
mid 20s but has been homeless
and off since 18

Housing First will also take time to
have an effect and the effect it has
will sometimes be limited. This is
about realism in terms of expectations
for Housing First, i.e. someone with

a history of recurrent and sustained
homelessness, severe mental illness
and addiction is unlikely to suddenly
‘get better’ within a few months and
no longer require support. There

are dangers in expecting Housing
First to deliver a more or less
immediate improvement in terms

of every aspect of individual need,
though the expectation is perhaps
understandable as Housing First does
deliver a rapid, sustained, end to
homelessness for the great majority
of the homeless people with complex
needs it works with. Nevertheless,
there is evidence that Housing First
can deliver improvements in every
area®® improving health and wellbeing,
reducing use of drugs and alcohol
(though not necessarily ending use

in the short to medium term) and
enabling people to live more socially
integrated lives, with better
emotional supports.

Moving to Independence

The promotion of independence

has sometimes been a challenging
question for Housing First. One of the
reasons why the approach has not
been more widely adopted in the UK is
that homelessness services, alongside
being faced with sustained cuts in
funding in many areas, are

28 Quilgars, D. and Pleace, N. (2016) Op. Cit.

commissioned on the basis that
interventions to tackle homelessness
are short or medium term. This is one
of the key aspects of the Housing Last
approach, the model being based on
making someone ‘housing ready, i.e.
capable of living independently in their
own home, whereas Housing First is
built on the idea that homelessness
can be quickly ended, but support
needs may continue to be present for
some time.

This is expressed in Housing First
providing support for as long as
someone needs, but in practice this
does not mean support continues

to be delivered at high intensity.

Over time, contact with service

users will tend to drop, reducing to
much lower levels as they stabilise,
and Housing First can go dormant,
with service users able to contact
support if they should require it, but
otherwise leading an independent
existence. The concept of ‘graduation’
from Housing First was introduced in
Sam Tsemberis's original model, (i.e.
transitioning to a point of complete
independence) yet while this is a goal,
there is not a set timetable, e.g. within
a year or three years, instead Housing
First remains engaged until it is no
longer needed. Importantly, however,
while Housing First does provide
support for as long as is needed, the
model is designed on the basis that
support levels are expected to fall over
time for each service user, the service
contacts becoming infrequent, or the
service becoming dormant, even if
someone does not formally graduate.?®

29 Tsemberis, S. J. (2010) Housing First: The Pathways Model to End Homelessness for People with Mental

lllness and Addiction Minneapolis: Hazelden.

3.4 Housing First within
Integrated Strategies

Where Housing First has been

used most successfully, particularly

in Finland, it has been part of a

wider integrated strategy to end
homelessness. The Housing First Hub
Europe, organised by FEANTSA, the
European federation of homelessness
organisations and the Finnish Y
Foundation, a major developer of
social housing, emphasises the
importance of using Housing First
within a broader strategy in order to
achieve the best results.*° Housing
First is a specific model of support for
a specific group of homeless people,
i.e. those with high and complex
needs, it is not designed for all forms
of homelessness. This means that
where Housing First has been used
successfully, it is part of a range

of services, including preventative
services, lower-intensity support
services (for homeless people with less
complex needs), services for specific
groups (which can include tailored
versions of Housing First, specifically
for groups like homeless women,
young people, or former offenders) and
various measures to maximise access to
affordable and sustainable housing.

It is within an integrated homelessness
strategy that Housing First has the
greatest potential for positive effects,
both in the sense of achieving
reductions in homelessness among
people with high and complex needs
and in the sense of making sure that
those people are not inappropriately
(and inefficiently) using services that
cannot meet their needs. Integration
of Housing First means efficient triage,
making sure that those for whom
Housing First is most suitable are
quickly directed to an assessment

and access to the most appropriate
service. There is also clear scope

for Housing First to be used as part

30 http://housingfirsteurope.eu/

Housing First

of homelessness prevention, taking
referrals for high-risk individuals

(for example people with high and
complex needs and a history of
homelessness) to minimise the risk that
sustained homelessness or recurrent
homelessness will not occur. This was
something which both private and
social landlords in Torbay expressed
would be of great benefit in ‘rescuing’
failing tenancies.

There are risks in using Housing First
inappropriately, these include using
too many resources on homeless
people who do not require the level
of support offered by Housing First in
a context where funding is restricted.
Referral and assessment must be
carefully organised to avoid this risk.

Concern over local connection has
been raised consistently throughout
the consultation process for this study.
We did not speak to anyone who was
homeless who had chosen to come to
Torbay as they felt services or provision
was more generous than anywhere
else. Typically, people had a family
connection (albeit sometimes an
historic one) or where fleeing violence
from elsewhere in England. This does
not mean however that appropriate
offers of supported reconnection

do not play a part in a successful
homelessness prevention strategy?!
Access to Housing First services
should be managed and all alternative
options should be considered for
those homeless people who can safely
return to accommodation elsewhere.
However, where this is not possible
and where the person intends to

stay (or return to) Torbay it has been
shown to be counter-productive to
deny them access to all services.
Aside from any moral imperative

the financial cost of not intervening
early and thereby allowing people

to develop an entrenched lifestyle

and complex needs is significant and
takes up resources which are better

31 Johnsen, S. & Jones, A. (2015) The reconnection of rough sleepers within the UK: an evaluation. London:

Crisis.
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directed at prevention. This is not to
say that everyone will require access to
Housing First services but the provision
of emergency accommodation for

all where reconnection isn't feasible
should be considered so people do
not risk becoming entrenched whilst
other solutions are explored to relieve
their homelessness.

It will be important that the principles
of Housing First and with the new
Homelessness Reduction Act are
adopted by all local authorities to avoid
any potential for those authorities
where homelessness services

are inadequate to pass on their
responsibilities. The increased capacity
within the Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government
Specialist Advisor Team should be
great assistance to this. However, if
the recommendations from this report
are implemented in Torbay it will

be important to share learning and
encourage a common approach with
other local, neighbouring authorities.
Crisis would be keen to support

that aim in whatever way would

be practical.

Another danger lies in loss of fidelity,
where many services, including low
intensity forms of support, all start to
classify themselves as ‘Housing First'.
The risk, which is something that was
experienced in the USA, is a loss of
focus. This can undermine the idea of
Housing First, where services that are
not Housing First - but which describe
themselves as such - begin to fail or
underperform, potentially tarnishing
Housing First as a whole.*?

The final risk in relation to strategic
integration is that being outside an
integrated homelessness strategy
means that Housing First does not
have a defined role in relation to that
strategy. If it is not clear how Housing

First is working alongside prevention,
low intensity and emergency
accommodation services, enabling

the delivery of a cohesive whole, then
Housing First becomes vulnerable. In
practical terms, this involves what the
Americans refer to as funding sunsets,
where a pilot service, in this instance
Housing First, is supported, prospers
and delivers good results, but operates
in semi-isolation from the wider
homelessness strategy. What we heard
from other statutory services and from
social and private housing providers
was a concern over any ‘pilot’ initiative.
Where funding for support maybe
seen as short term it acts as a deterrent
for other agencies to provide their own
resources to the project for fear that
they will be left holding responsibility
at the end of the pilot. It is for this
reason we will be proposing a system
change which aims for Housing First to
become the default approach and to
be affordable in the long term

within Torbay.

Without a clearly defined strategic
role — supporting the policy goals
and other homelessness services —
Housing First pilots may not evolve
into permanent service provision,
because without a strategic role,
continuing to fund Housing First may
not a priority. Of the Housing First
pilots assessed in 2014/15, a few lost
funding and either changed shape

or disappeared, it was those pilots
that shifted gear and moved towards
strategic integration, demonstrating
their worth in the homelessness
strategy and thereby accessing local
commissioning funds, that endured.
Examples of these Housing First
services include the Camden Housing
First project, operating on the basis
of handling ‘hard to reach’ cases
where homeless people with complex
needs were not getting the right
support from the existing systems and
Changing Lives in Newcastle, which

32 Pleace, N. (2011) 'The Ambiguities, Limits and Risks of Housing First from a European Perspective’

European Journal of Homelessness 5(2) pp. 113-127.

became part of the City's strategic
response to homelessness, which
are likely to enjoy a future and see
expansion.33

3.5 Description of
the need for whole
system change

In order for Housing First to have the
required impact on the reduction of
homelessness a wider set of system
changes are required, as part of a
housing-led and prevention

focused strategy.

This is against a background where:

Very substantial numbers of

single people are currently using
homelessness accommodation
services — 274 single people placed
into temporary accommodation by
the local authority between April 2017
and February 2018. This does not then
detail those who are not considered in
priority need and therefore provided
with temporary accommodation.

The current trends do indicate that
homelessness is getting worse and on
this basis the numbers of people at risk
of homelessness in the future is only
likely to increase if no other action

is taken.

The analysis underpinning this
feasibility study would suggest
that there are a number of relevant
groups within this large and
growing population:

* People for whom the current
provision is not as effective and
results in long-term homelessness —
this is where we have attempted to
focus the target cohort for
Housing First.

* People who first come into contact
with homelessness services after
they have lost accommodation

33 Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Op. Cit.

Housing First

which in theory could have been
sustained if they had had the right
assistance at the right time.

» People who really do not need any
additional support needs, at their
initial point of homelessness they just
need access to affordable housing.

» People who do have some need
for support or assistance to
secure and maintain independent
accommodation on a short-term
basis to establish themselves in
independent accommodation.

These groupings are all significant
and require a change or development
in service provision as part of a

new housing-led strategy, and to
reduce the reliance on emergency
accommodation and high-cost
supported housing. The following
therefore are the key elements of

this to support the development of
Housing First.

Firstly, this will involve the
development of Housing Options
services we have detailed above and
underpinned by the expectations in
the Homelessness Reduction Act.

The new legislation brings in a Duty
to Refer on other public bodies (due
to be implemented in October 2018
nationally). This duty places a legal
responsibility on a range of public
bodies to refer people who are
homeless or who are threatened with
homelessness to the local authority.
This referral duty is to be taken further
by many local authorities in England
and becoming a duty to co-operate.
This approach does then require a
concerted strategy to improve the
communications with a range of
agencies in the community so that
cases come to the attention of the
Housing Options teams before it is too
late. It will also involve taking a case-
management approach to facilitate
more targeted interventions, including
making more co-ordinated use of

the full range of specialist resources
including mediation services, debt



G abed

Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

advice, benefits advice etc. However,
it does present an ideal opportunity
to strengthen prevention work and
increase capacity by involving

other partners.

Secondly, increased access to
affordable housing is a critical
requirement if we are to provide

both the Housing First and housing-
led approaches. This is where we
propose the implementation of a
flexible, large-scale social lettings
agency. Consistently throughout the
consultation it was shared by many
contributors that the private rented
sector is not being used as effectively
as it might as a housing solution. The
challenge of poor standard and empty
properties was raised repeatedly but
so was an appetite to address this,
potentially through the newly formed
Local Housing Company.

A key element of the social lettings
agency service would be to provide a
sympathetic and supportive housing
management service linked well

into local resources. Realistically, for
the generality of people at risk of
homelessness (as opposed to the
complex need cases with Housing
First), this accommodation is likely to
have to include shared housing. Whilst
this may involve a range of separate
agencies it does need to be co-
ordinated, and linked to the operation
of Housing Options so that it can be of
benefit to a wider range of homeless
people (across the range of groups
outlined above).

Thirdly, it is likely to require a more
uniform availability of floating
support services able to provide the
support to underpin each of the
above initiatives — intervening to help
people resolve the difficulties that
threaten them with homelessness or
help them to resettle into alternative
accommodation. These services will
need to be targeted on the objective
of refucing homelessness, yet also be
more flexible in terms of the ability for

people to dip in and out of the support
and take different forms e.g. in some
instances work in partnership with
community and/or peer mentoring
services.

Fourthly, it will be easier to manage the
transfer from existing services if there
is a comprehensively available call-
centre facility linked in to the other
services with the capacity to respond
out of hours if necessary. It would
provide economies of scale if such a
service were shared with the on-call
facility outlined as part of the Housing
First service model.

Finally, there is likely to be a need
for emergency and specialist
accommodation where the most
economical solution is forms of
congregate housing. This is for the
following main reasons.

1. Above and beyond the Housing
First target cohort, for whom the
congregate model is clearly failing,
there are other people with still
significant support needs that we
feel could have their needs metin
this setting. Some (but not all) of
these people will present a high
risk because of their physical or
emotional health or behavioural
tendencies and will still need high
levels of staff supervision attached
to their housing (potentially
24 hour cover).

2. A sub-set of this specialist provision
will be required to house and work
with those people who would
be suitable for Housing First but
currently are not in the right state
of mind to accept any offer. The
focus of this will be to get them to
the point where they are able to
accept the offer.

3. Finally, some of these short-term
beds could operate as recognised
assessment facilities to give people
the opportunity to consider and
explore their housing and
support options.

To be successful this congregate
housing will need to build on recent
trends — in terms of moving to

more self-contained housing and

the approach to support in line with
person-centred approaches This
should however only ever be intended
as a short-term solution and the target
as part of the housing-led strategy
will be to move all people out into
independent housing with associated
support where necessary, including
Housing First.

Housing First
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he model

Chapter 4: Developing a Housing
First model for Torbay

In this chapter, we set out our proposed Housing First

model for Torbay.

This has been developed and
evaluated through engagement with
relevant stakeholders, including those
with lived experience, and analysis of
relevant data.

It is also informed by the existing
evidence from the implementation and
evaluation of Housing First elsewhere
in the UK, Europe and North America.

4.1 Definition

The Torbay Housing First model
should be based on the following
principles:**

1. People have a right to a home

2. Flexible support is provided for as
long as it is needed

3. Housing and support are separated

4. Individuals have choice and control

5. An active engagement approach
is used

6. The service is based on people’s
strengths, goals and aspirations

7. A harm reduction approach is used

Housing First in Torbay aims to reduce
and prevent recurring and long-term

homelessness and other homelessness
associated with high support needs by:

» Offering a flexible Housing First
service to homeless people who are
likely to need intensive and ongoing
support in order to settle into and/or
sustain a tenancy.

e Tenancy sustainment is the primary
outcome by which the performance
of this service should be measured
and judged.

34 These are the principles which have been developed by Homeless Link, based on the international
evidence and aligned with the core principles of the FEANTSA Housing First Guide Europe (www.
housingfirstguide.eu), but adapted for the UK where necessary. See Homeless Link (2016) Housing First in

England: The Principles

The Housing First service should sit
within an integrated strategy for the
prevention of long term homelessness,
which will include:

e Intervening as early as possible to
help those at risk of losing their
accommodation to stay there (if it
is or can be made safe and suitable
for them), or to find alternative
accommodation if it cannot;

 'Fast-tracking’ those who have lost
their accommodation into tenancies
as soon as possible. Flexible support
can then be provided (separately
from the housing management
and linked to the person, not the
property/ tenancy) as needed. This
might involve:

e NO support beyond assistance
and advice to find the
property;

« low intensity/ relatively short
term support from a floating
support service; or

« referral to the Housing First
service if more intensive,
ongoing support is likely to
be necessary

» People can be referred between
these tiers should their support
needs change over time.

4.2 Target group for the
Housing First service

Recommendations about suitability
should be made by skilled and
trained professionals as a result of
an assessment process in which
the individual is supported to play
an active role. Any evaluation of the
appropriateness of referrals should
occur retrospectively so it does not
delay any access to services.

A multi-agency performance
management group should have
oversight of referrals and should
provide feedback and suggest changes
where appropriate but the Housing

First workers should be trusted to
make decisions themselves in the
first instance, prompted by the
following criteria:

« a significant history of unstable
housing and/or homelessness (at
least 12 months as homeless or
within homelessness services)

e a judgement that other service
options (including reconnection)
either have presented or would
be likely to present a risk to the
individual or others they might share
with, or have provoked / might
provoke anti-social behaviour to the
detriment of the individual and/or
community

» a decision to accept the tenancy
being offered and a basic willingness
to engage with the Housing First
team, at least at the outset (though
this does not mean that the
individual is motivated to accept any
treatment or therapy)

* a history of at least two of
the following:

 repeated substance misuse;

» enduring mental ill-health;

» profound learning difficulties;

e long term and deteriorating
physical health;

» profound social isolation; and

* repeat offending.

Again, it is important to stress that
Housing First should operate in a wider
system in which there is effective
‘triage” with speedy access to housing
and of support for those who do not
need the intensity of the pure Housing
First model is key.

The principles of Housing First should
be applied across the homelessness
system so that it is not the sole
responsibility of the Housing First
team to respond to all instances of
homelessness.

The model
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Pathways through the proposed system in Torbay
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4.3 Description of the
Housing First Service

The success of the Housing First
support service rests on its ability to
recruit, retain and manage effectively a
small and consistent team of workers
with excellent engagement skills who
are able to work to the Housing First
principles.

This team will work together flexibly
to support a protected caseload of
Housing First tenants, connecting
them into mainstream services and
community resources and networks
wherever possible. We anticipate

a caseload of between 2 and 5
service users at any one time per
full time support worker, depending
on progress and mix of support
needs. However, it is the quality of
the relationships, as much as the

Housing
First Offer
On Streets/ . Emergency/ Housing Led
LR short-term Housing supply through —p Slc:>llut|t9n +
accommodation Social lettings agency suo:p?r%
/ A \
Assertive Street )
Outreach (working Housing Only
within Housing — signposting
First Team) to PRS
Prevention
Threatened < Housing Options:
with homelessness $  Advice & Advocacy

amount of support which will really
distinguish it from current models. It

is essential that the input we received
from homeless people concerning
emotional and non-judgemental
approaches is reflected in the role
specifications, recruitment and training
of the new roles.

Whilst not all individual team members
will need to demonstrate all of these

it is essential that within the team
members there exists the following
skills and knowledge:

e emotional and psychological support
(using, for example, CAT (Cognitive
Analytic Therapy/ CBT (Cognitive
Behavioural Therapy), motivational
interviewing and attachment-based
approaches);

e practical support to set up and
maintain a home and manage
finances;

» help and advocacy to access benefits
and NHS services;

e support in relation to building and
sustaining positive social networks
and meaningful activity, which might
include relationships with family,
friends, peers and neighbours;
volunteering opportunities; and/or
education, training and employment.

This support will be delivered in a way
that is consistent with the Housing
First principles and in line with what
homeless people in Torbay told us
would work best. In practice, this
means that:

If someone refuses or fails to engage
with the support, they are not ‘struck
off’; nor is their tenancy threatened

by this. The team is proactive, whilst
respecting people’s right to privacy. In
practice, this means trying again later
or the next day and perhaps trying a
different approach, or using a different
member of the team.

As tenants, Housing First clients have
a set of rights and responsibilities, as
any other tenants would. If there are
concerns in relation to the tenancy,
the Housing First team will work
with housing managers/landlords to
mediate, negotiate and support.

Freed up from ‘policing the rules’ (as
is often the case in hostels or other
homelessness services), workers

are aiming to collaborate with the
individual and support them to

find and implement solutions, not
impose a plan on them: this fits with
the concepts of co-production and
personalisation.

Where traditional models of support
have focused on identifying needs
and deficits, a key element of the
strengths-based model proposed
here will be to find out and build on
what the person does not need help
to do, what keeps them strong, what
they are good at, and how they can
be supported to make a contribution.
The aim here is to build people’s

longer term resilience — the abilities
and support networks which can help
them adapt to adversity, challenge,
loss and relapse.

The Housing First model is one of
recovery and the team will maintain
a fundamental outlook of hope

in people’s capacity to change

their behaviours, re-build broken
relationships, or learn new skills.

4.4 Duration and
intensity of support

A key success factor for the service
will lie in achieving the right balance
between holding on to its clients and
letting them go, both at any one time
and over time. The ultimate aim of the
service is to (re-)integrate people into
communities.

To achieve this, the small stable team
of support workers needs to be able
to access a wide-ranging support
network in the community.

It is not realistic (or helpful) to expect
the Housing First team to existin a
bubble and networks, pathways and
agreements will need to be created
so that the Housing First cohort will
be able to access mainstream services
as well as the focused support of

the Housing First team. This will also
greatly assist in keeping costs down
if access can be given to mainstream,
universal access services.

The original model of Housing First
used two models of support, assertive
community treatment (ACT) and
intensive case management (ICM),
which were originally North American
systems for resettling people with
severe mental illness following a
hospital stay. ACT was used for the
highest need groups. Housing First
provided more services ‘in-house’
because the health, welfare and
housing related support systems in the
US are more limited than in the UK,

The model
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so for example Housing First teams
had their own dedicated addiction
workers, psychiatrists and health
professionals. While some advocate
the use of ACT/ICM approaches

as being most effective, there is
evidence that in the comparatively
service-rich environments of the UK
and some other European countries,
Housing First based largely on case
management, i.e. relying heavily on
brokering access to other services,
can work very well. Case management
only Housing First services, which
have predominated in the UK in the
pilots attempted so far, have much
lower operating costs than ACT/ICM
teams and there is an argument that
as the NHS and other services provide
universal support to all the public,
Housing First should concentrate on
ensuring that service users get the
help they should be entitled to as
citizens.*® One point to note is that
with a case management model, the
proposed Housing First service will still
provide relatively high levels of service
user contact, with workers providing
emotional, psychological and practical
support, alongside facilitating access
to the external services someone may
choose to use.

Rather than seeking to promote
independence by imposing a time

limit on services (as is the traditional
approach in services), the Housing First
service will achieve this by:

e maintaining a strong value base
which treats the people it supports as
adults and equal citizens (not people
who need to be ‘rescued’, ‘protected’
or ‘taught’);

e mapping the existing resources
that are relevant and local to each
individual (this might include a range
of centres, hubs, charities and social
enterprises as well as arts, leisure,
health, public transport resources
— workers should be urged to also
think outside of ‘services’)

» working at the pace of each
individual to link them into the
resources they want and need to
access. This may involve the worker
— or a volunteer — accompanying
them, at least initially, and advocating
for them where necessary but with
the aim to withdraw (gradually and
flexibly) where possible;

 (where there are gaps or barriers
to these resources,) using a
combination of spot purchasing
through a small flexible budget
(we discuss this idea in more detail
in sections 4.8 and 4.12) and
strategic influencing to stimulate
commissioning, e.g. through social
prescribing or the NHS's self-care
agenda

» excellent managers supervising small
teams of four workers to support
and challenge the promotion of
independence, through a culture of
positive risk-taking.

We expect support to taper for

most people as they are linked

into other networks, activities and
services, however this should happen
organically rather than being imposed
by commissioning targets.

If it is to succeed in the long term,

the Housing First service must be
integrated into a comprehensive
preventative homelessness strategy,
outlined throughout this report. People
should be able to move between
different levels of support, hopefully
moving out of high support Housing
First services into lower support
‘floating support’. However, movement
should equally be facilitated ‘back’ into
more intensive support if required.
Therefore, the Housing First team
should work alongside any additional
floating support provision, with no
need for lengthy and bureaucratic
referral arrangements.

35 Pleace, N. (2016) Housing First Europe Guide Brussels: FEANTSA.

Components of
Housing First Team

Team
Leader

gy

4 x Housing Support
workers (including with
lived experience)

Each Housing First team like this will
have access to the following (shared
with other Housing First teams):

Housing brokered
by Social Lettings
Agency

(option for seconded)
Mental Health worker:
for 2nd tier support

Wellbeing 24/7
Work as a team to facilitator / work and on call
support 20 people learning coach service

Input from volunteer

and trainee
peer mentors

4.5 Team structure

As the following chart shows, and
alongside other services which we will
elaborate on below, we are initially
proposing a team of four workers,
supervised by one team leader and
supporting between them a caseload
of around 20. This reflects the
caseload size in other Housing First
schemes around the country and

the shared team caseload approach
should avoid the need for outside
cover to be brought in (especially as
the team leader could step in where
necessary). It should be noted, that this
caseload can be built up gradually and
monitored carefully, since it is likely
that people will need very intensive
support in the early weeks.

These roles should be well-paid if
we are to recruit and retain the best
people we would proposed the

following salary levels, although this
needs to allow for the salary setting
process of whichever body employs
the team.

Team Manager £38.5k pa (inclusive
of on costs)

Housing Support Worker £28.5kpa
(inclusive of on costs)

Excellent management and
supervision will be essential in order
to: understand and implement the
Housing First ethos, vision and culture
consistently; and manage performance
and caseload effectively. To enable
this, we have deliberately kept team
sizes small, with each team leader line
managing four paid members of staff.

The model
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4.6 Hours of operation

The team will need to operate a
flexible rota, covering early evenings
and weekends between them, as and
when this is felt necessary to respond
to tenants’ needs.

In order to manage this demand there
should be an emergency call system
operating outside of normal office
hours, A basic telecare system fitted
into Housing First properties, would
allow tenants to call for assistance out
of hours. We expect this out of hours
contract to be held by an existing call
handler, working to a call protocol
developed in conjunction with the
Housing First staff and tenants. The
call handler might contact a range

of people in response to different
scenarios: emergency services; a peer
mentor, friend or family member; a
Housing First manager who is on call
(our expectation is that an on-call rota
would operate across all Housing First
teams in Torbay); or partnerships with
24-hour crisis counselling helplines,
such as Samaritans or Alcoholics
Anonymous could be established,
either across the service or in
individual cases.

One challenge identified by some
professionals and people with lived
experience was that some potential
Housing First tenants might be
vulnerable to exploitation, harassment
or abuse from others. This might
include: current or former violent
partners; individuals or gangs to whom
debts are owed; harassment from
neighbours or local youths; or other
drinkers/ drug users who might try to
take advantage or invite themselves
around. The Housing First service

will work collaboratively with the
individual pre-tenancy, on sign-up and
over time to develop and implement
personalised strategies, which

might include:

« selecting a property type and
location to maximize safety,
anonymity and distance from
previous peer groups;

« target-hardening work, which might
include the installation of security
equipment in some properties,
perhaps to link in with the existing
telecare system;

» training people to manage access
to their homes;

» monitoring/ responding to security
challenges through a joint problem-
solving approach with the tenant,
drawing in the support of housing
provider, police and community
safety teams, etc where necessary.

Such strategies would need to be
sensitive to any concerns of the tenant
(e.g. not wanting to appear to have
called the Police) and aim to build their
capacity to manage their own property
assertively.

4.7 Access to housing

Efficient access to suitable housing
is absolutely critical to the proposed
model of a Housing First scheme.

There will still need to be relatively
small scale emergency provision
available to provide an immediate
solution to homelessness for people
who would require a Housing First
response and those that just require
quicker access into housing. We have
factored this into the overall costs
where we feel it replaces existing
spend on temporary accommodation,
meaning we have sought not to
double count this as a saving from
current spend if it requires additional
investment.

Initial engagement with local
Registered Providers and Landlords
Associations suggests there is appetite
amongst both social and private sector
landlords to support the proposed
Housing First model. However,

local authorities and homelessness

support providers have highlighted the
challenges in acquiring properties for
this client group in the current climate,
given the combination of welfare
reform, lack of affordable housing and
challenges posed by the Devon Home
Choice system (homeless people
expressed some concerns over their
ability to use the on-line system and
to have the capacity to maintain

their application).

Housing associations highlighted their
need for reassurance in relation to the
level, quality and ongoing nature of the
support which tenants would receive.
Associations specifically mentioned
the need for responsive and
personalised mental health support

for tenants

Learning from other Housing First
projects suggests that finding housing
can be extremely time-consuming for
support workers and would be best
done outside of (but in partnership
with) the Housing First support team.

This is a further reason why we are
proposing a Social Lettings Agency
(SLA) model. We would recommend
that a separate and more focused
piece of work is undertaken to
establish the detailed feasibility of
establishing a Social Lettings Agency
however we have considered how

it could work below. We would also
refer to Crisis’ guide to setting up a
Social Lettings Agency to inform any
progression of this idea.3®

There does appear to be appetite from
private landlords interested in a longer-
term lease with guaranteed rental
return and a management agreement.
The previous Private Sector Leased
scheme was commented on
favourably by local authority officers
and private landlords.

The model

The SLA might also use its portfolio to
attract social or private investment in
order to buy some properties outright.
Longer term leasing or outright
ownership of properties should enable
the SLA to offer greater security of
tenure than the standard Assured
Shorthold Tenancy and therefore
address concerns that the private
rented sector cannot meet Housing
First principles.

The types of properties sourced —
these could, for example, include flats,
small family homes, multi-occupied
properties, and properties with
resident landlords — the capacity to
cross-subsidise by making a surplus
on some market-rented properties will
almost certainly be key to the
business plan.

The groups of tenants it works with
(as well as Housing First tenants, this
should include all singles, couples
and families who are (potentially)
homeless; and possibly other groups,
such as people with disabilities.

The range of packages it offers

to landlords, which might include
taking on a partial or full housing
management role on behalf of the
owners; furnishing and maintaining
the property or even — in the case
of empty or sub-standard properties
— improving them. The approach to
housing management undertaken
by the SLA would be “sympathetic” -
exercising a degree of tolerance and
understanding of tenant needs beyond
and above what would normally be
found in the market, and working
closely with either the Housing First
service or other floating support
services and community resources.

36 https://www.crisis.org.uk/ending-homelessness/housing-resource-centre/housing-centre-guides/

social-lettings-agency-guide/
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The issue of sub-standard private
rented accommodation and empty
properties was raised as a challenge
and opportunity. An SLA could help
meet objectives here by creating a
practical offer to landlords with empty
properties, who may well be asset
rich” but cash poor and keen to hand
properties over into management.
Capital investment into properties

in poor condition in exchange for
nomination rights and reduced rents
could also be of interest to these
landlords.

By providing a viable alternative

to tenants whose income levels
determine they have to consider
properties in poor condition the
existing enforcement work undertaken
by the council could be supplemented
through this market stewardship
approach. By reducing the number

of tenants forced to accept this type
of property will force poor landlords
to up their game or come out of

the market.

Housing associations (who may

well be potential deliverers of a SLA)
also expressed interest in providing
properties for management under a
SLA where they feel they might not
have capacity or expertise to manage
tenants with complex needs. As part
of the Liverpool City Region we also
recommended a SLA to create a more
efficient means of allocation, however
that was in a situation where in excess
of 20 associations operated across the
City Region. With the relatively smaller
number in Torbay this may well not be
necessary and individual arrangements
could be made. This work would

need to be progressed however

there is certainly willing there from
associations with stock locally.

Also and perhaps a longer term goal,
renovating empty properties could also
generate training and employment
opportunities for homeless people.

4.8 Types of properties
to be used for
Housing First

The further benefits of a Social
Lettings Agency would be to take
properties into management from
across the Bay area. Homeless people
told us that it was important they could
access homes which could create
some distance from negative networks
which has caused or perpetuated their
homelessness.

Some people will also require
accessible properties and adaptations
can only realistically take place

in properties owned by the local
authority or housing associations. So
it will be necessary that properties
coming from the social sector are
considered for their adaptation
potential.

A basic furniture package would
need to be provided to Housing First
tenants. However, it makes sense to
create opportunities for choice and
a sense of personal ownership in
acquiring additional goods, such as
soft furnishings, or appliances. This
might be through:

Personal budgets: this approach has
been used successfully by Camden
Housing First and Local Solutions AIMS
project in Liverpool, where clients have
used flexible budgets to decorate their
properties, buy televisions or

black-out blinds;

We were informed about recent
work with the Business Community
in Torquay looking at the funding
of home starter packs for people
moving into their own home. This
funding opportunity could be built
upon to provide further help here
whilst limiting dependence on the
commissioning budget.

Housing
Support

4.9 Mental health

Referring to the proposed staff
structure above we will be proposing

a dedicated mental health professional
to work alongside the Housing

First team.

In consultation with professionals

and homeless people themselves
there was a broad consensus that
most mainstream services could be
accessed by homeless people with a
certain level of support and advocacy.

We also found in consultation

with those services that there is a
willingness to consider redesigning
services to be more flexible for people
being supported under a Housing
First project. It will be vital that these
other services act on this initial willing
and adopt Housing First principles

in the way they work with homeless
people. The application of rigid
conditionality and a lack of person-
centred approach by any element

Housing
First

Resident

Drug &
Alcohol

Physical

Health

of the support being provided to
someone eligible for the service will
undermine anything else achieved.

We will be proposing that the initial
stage of implementation should be by
a Housing First champion, recruited to
take forward this proposal. This person
will be tasked with disseminating the
findings of this report but also instilling
the culture change necessary to make
it a success.

However, the one area where lack

of capacity was identified was for
mental health services. This should
not suggest that existing provision is
lacking in anyway in quality. The co-
location of mental health professionals
within the Housing Options services
is quite unique amongst local
authorities and should be built upon.
However it was still felt that access

to second tier mental health services
operated too long a waiting list to be
truly responsive to the windows of
motivation and opportunity shown by
homeless people seeking recovery.

The model
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Primarily the emotional support for
this cohort should be provided by
skilling up the Housing First team.

In fact it would be of benefit sector
wide to establish a wider training
programme on Housing First principles
and the feedback of people with lived
experience gathered as part of this
study. Although in order to provide
additional capacity the service will
receive second tier support from a
dedicated (and possibly seconded)
mental health specialist whose roles
will include:

e organising or delivering ongoing
learning and development to the
Housing First service in relation to
psychologically informed approaches
and tools;

« supporting the team(s) to develop
and implement psychologically-
informed tools and strategies with
individual tenants, mostly through
second tier clinical supervision but
with some direct assessment where
this is felt to be necessary;

e providing regular team and individual
clinical supervision and relflective
practice; and

* building strong referral relationships,
advising the service and assessing/
advocating for tenants where there
is or may be a need to access
mainstream prescribing and/or
secondary mental health services.

The strengths-based principles of
Housing First will run through this
part of its work, i.e.:

e the Housing First team will assume
that all behaviour (even that which
is perplexing or might be construed
as ‘difficult’ or ‘challenging’) has
a function and that it their job to
work with the individual to seek to
understand this function;

e the team will work holistically and
collaboratively with the individual,
drawing on both psychological tools
and wider community resources
and networks to help them build
their resilience. This approach
is designed to complement any

necessary medical interventions,
such as prescription medication or
psychiatric assessment.

Again, whilst there is a clear will from
mental health services to support
ambitions to end homelessness the
detail of this arrangement will need
to be progressed if commissioners
choose to progress this proposal. We
will be factoring in the cost of this
mental health provision as part of the
overall cost of the model.

4.10 Drug and Alcohol
Services

From our interviews with people with
lived experience, we learned that
people had a lot of positive comments
to make about their relationship with
their individual substance misuse
workers. However, it was felt that

the structure of the services offered
didn't always suit the needs of people
experiencing multiple needs. For some
of this cohort, their lives are so chaotic
that they struggled to make regular
appointments at Walnut Lodge and at
Shrublands (where drug and alcohol
services are based), which meant

that they were too often struck off

the service and so could be scripted
for drug or alcohol use. This led to
some disengaging with the service,
preferring to use illicit drugs to support
their habit, which only escalated the
chaotic nature of their lives.

Also, the prevalence and affordability
of the drug Spice in Torquay, in
particular, was raised repeatedly as an
issue for this cohort, which leads to
further disengagement from services
and has a negative impact on the
town centre. This issue would need
to be addressed both for the potential
Housing First cohort and the wider
street homeless community as part
of any strategy to end rough sleeping.
This is an extremely difficult challenge
and it would be of benefit for Torbay
to link up with other Housing First

commissioners and practitioners
(including in the Liverpool City Region)
to share emerging best practice.

A more flexible, assertive outreach
model to support Housing First
tenants in supporting their drug and
alcohol issues would work better for
this cohort than a building based,
appointment based service. This
would be especially useful at the
initial engagement of the potential
Housing First client, whilst they are still
living chaotically and in most need of
flexible, person centred support. Over
time, and once their life has become
more settled, Housing First tenants
should be able to access mainstream
drug and alcohol services, as other
groups do.

4.11 Peer support

We have detailed in previous

chapters the role of peer support was
consistently raised by people with
lived experience of homelessness as
something which would add value and
credibility to any offer of support.

Therefore, we propose that positive
action should be employed to
encourage the recruitment of people
with lived experience into paid
Housing First support worker roles.
This could be achieved through setting
the focus of the support worker
person specification criteria, with a
focus on values, attitudes, behaviours
and aptitudes, rather than on formal
education or professional experience,
for some of the posts. This approach
has been put into practice by Turning
Point's Housing First Service in
Glasgow. Lived experience should be
valued within the selection process but
it should not ‘trump’ the ability to work
in accordance with the Housing First
principles.

The model

Inspiring Change Manchester offers
a full career development pathway for
people with lived experience through
its GROW traineeship programme.
Many of those on the 12 month paid
GROW traineeship scheme were
previously working as volunteer peer
mentors but, having applied and been
interviewed for the highly competitive
GROW placements, are now being
paid to work in a range of settings,
whilst receiving training, support and
development opportunities. See http://
icmblog.shelter.org.uk/grows/ for
further information, including a short
film made by the trainees.

4.12 Asset-based
community development

Fear of isolation or rejection by the
community within a Housing First
model are key concerns of both
people with lived experience and

the professionals that support them.
Several raised concerns that resettled
people will drift back to town centres
— perhaps to beg and buy drugs -
but also because that is where their
community is.

There is need to provide ongoing
recovery and build on existing
meaningful occupation services for
people supported under both Housing
First and housing-led approaches.
Dispersed accommodation does offer
significant benefits but could lead

to social isolation.

Also, as came up repeatedly in
interviews with people with lived
experience, there is a great ambition
to secure work and other
meaningful activity.

Over time, the Housing First service's
ability to link people into alternative
and mutually supporting communities
and facilitate resettled homeless
people to make a contribution will be a
key success factor. Ideally, the Housing
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First team would connect with some
form of asset-based community
development. Local Area Coordination®
or other Asset-based Community
Development®® is operating in some
parts of the UK, working to connect
individuals, not only to services, but
also to each other via shared interests.

We found about the range of
successful non-commissioned services
in Torbay such as those provided at
Endeavour House, Growing Lives, the
Unleashed Theatre Group and TRIP
providing meaningful occupation
services which should be supported to
provide ongoing support to Housing
First clients.

Flexible personalised budgets have
been used successfully in other
Housing First projects to allow

tenants (with approval from support
workers) to access a range of leisure
opportunities — including camping
trips, football matches, music concerts
and cinema tickets.

If a more dispersed model of
accommodation is created, then space
currently used as accommodation
would be freed up for other purposes.
We heard support from commissioners
and providers for the concept of

a Recovery College where non-
commissioned services, along with
commissioned recovery services, such
as drug and alcohol, employment,
education and counselling services
could make use of the space freed

up to provide a range of recovery
focused services. This could build on
approaches already delivered by Crisis
in our Skylight Centres* or St Mungo’s
in their Recovery Colleges.*°

There is then potential to provide a mix
of intensively supported emergency
accommodation at a small scale plus
recovery services (which are delivered

37 See http://lacnetwork.org for further details

during set times and inviting people
into attend appointments) should
decrease the amount of associated
anti-social behaviour which supported
accommodation working in excess

of capacity will inevitably attract in

its current form.

4.13 Referral routes
and assessment

If Housing First is to function efficiently
as part of a wider preventative

strategy and housing-led response

to homelessness, excellent triage

by outreach and Housing Options
teams will be vital, so that people are
referred appropriately for a prevention
or reconnection service, a housing-
only response; a floating support
intervention or a Housing First service.

Once referrals have been made,
assessments should be undertaken
by the Housing First service and
retrospectively reviewed by a multi-
agency panel so as to secure the
commitment of a range of agencies
to supporting this individual (and to
the scheme as a whole). The existing
multi-agency panel who meet weekly
at Leonard Stocks could form the
basis for this group.

It should be noted that this multi-
agency review process will only be
required for entry to the Housing
First (intense and ongoing case
management) service, not to the
process of fast-tracking homeless
people into tenancies with or without
lower level floating support. This
system aims to promote better
information sharing and buy-in to
Housing First, but also to protect the
investment in and cost effectiveness
of the more intensive service.

38 See http://www.nurturedevelopment.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/ND-training-offer-Recovery-

Asset-Based.pdf for further details
39 https://www.crisis.org.uk/get-help/oxford/

40 https://www.mungos.org/our-services/recovery-college/

Whilst getting people into independent
tenancies as soon as possible should
be the service's aim, our interviews
with Housing First projects in other
areas and with homeless people
themselves has shown the need for
and importance of significant and

high quality pre-tenancy engagement.
To ensure continuity, the Housing

First team should begin to work with
someone as soon as they are referred,
whether they are on the streets, in
temporary accommodation, or in
prison or another institution. That is
why co-location with existing outreach
services for all or part of the team or
for all or part of the time should

be created.

Through this pre-tenancy work
the Housing First team can:

« build a relationship;

 help the individual to understand
how Housing First works and
what their options, rights and
responsibilities are within it, and to
make an informed decision about
whether they want to do it;

e consider the type and location of the
property and other things that might
help to 'design-out’ any problems
that have occurred with previous
tenancies;

e view and choose properties.

Whilst entering short-term
accommodation should not be a
condition for assessment or for
acceptance onto Housing First, short
term housing will need to be provided
as an option for rough sleepers,
while this process is completed

and properties are found. Learning
from other areas suggests that this
engagement and property finding
period can take several months,
though we would hope to speed

this up with the Social Lettings
Agency model.

4.14 Sizing the cohort in
Torbay for Housing First

There are three elements to this process:

1. Estimating the current unmet
demand for Housing First based
on an analysis of available data

2. Estimating the newly-arising
demand for Housing First year
on year

3. Estimating the number of units
likely to be needed over 10 years —
taking into account the likely length
of service

Estimating the current unmet
demand

An analysis of TESH data, information
from supported accommodation
commissioners and providers and
Housing Options data was carried
out as to ascertain the number of
individuals who met the following
criteria:

Criteria 1: People who have been
identified as having complex needs
(as in more than one identified
support need) — we identified this by
calculating the number of homeless
people referred into supported
accommodation and those identified
through the TESH project as having
complex needs.

AND

Criteria 2: People who had been
homeless or within the homelessness
system for 12 months or more.

This gave a figure of 35 people.

As one of the key criteria is also

that the individual is motivated to
accept the offer of Housing First it is
reasonable to discount this number on
the basis that say 10% of the individuals
will not over a year ever get to a point
where they would be able to accept

an offer. This gives an estimate of the
inherited potential cohort for Housing
First of 31 people.

The model
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Sub-Groups Estimated % of Average time
customers

People who withdraw from the Housing First service

due to their inability / unwillingness to continue with the 20% 9 months

arrangement

People who no longgr negd t!’\e support package offered 20% 2 years

because of changes in their circumstances

People who die or whose health deteriorates to the point 10% 3 vears

where they have to move to an enhanced care facility ° Y

People who continue to need the support offered 50% 10 years
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Estimating newly arising need
Based on the TESH data that 169
different people slept rough in Torbay
in 2016/17 we used the connections
week data on length of time on the
street and complexity of needs to
make an estimate that 23 people will
be new to homelessness in Torbay
next year and will meet the criteria set
out above for need a Housing First
intervention. This number will fall to
14 by year 5 (as other interventions
become more effective and less
people fall into the trap of long-term
homelessness).

Estimating Cumulative Need

This needs to take into account not
only the numbers of new Housing First
arrangements coming on-stream,

but also the number of arrangements
that would cease to be active

support cases:

This would include people who ceased
to receive the service because they:

withdrew from the Housing First
service due to their unwillingness to
continue with the arrangement

OR
no longer needed the support package
offered because of changes in their

circumstances /capacities

OR

died or whose health deteriorated to
the point where they needed to move
to an enhanced health or care facility.

An estimate of the proportions of
Housing First clients who fall into these
categories and the average duration of
service for these groups has been made.

Based on these assumptions the
cumulative need for Housing First
Units has been calculated as follows:

Year No of cumulative
Units
2019 54
2020 63
2021 75
2022 84
2023 91
2024 92
2025 90

Initially the numbers required reflects
the significant backlog of need of both
people in the street and in supported
accommodation. Over time this
dissipates as the numbers of the initial
clients dwindles, and we predict after
year 6 of the programme the number
of units required begins to reduce.

4.15 The cost of the
proposed Housing
First model

The costs associated with
implementing and the establishing
Housing First in Torbay are based on
the proposed model that has been
developed through the consultation,
as set out above. The key elements of
the proposed model that need to be
considered in terms of ‘costing’ are:

The ‘core’ components:

 the ‘core’ Housing First staffing team,

i.e. the support service, including

an allowance for the organisational

overhead to support this core team
« a Social lettings agency (SLA)

to deliver access to the housing

required for Housing First to operate

The model

and potentially the management of
such housing (although it is assumed
that a SLA will be of use to a wider
cohort than those people supported
by Housing First).

The other components consist of:

e emergency accommodation
provision

access to 24/7 on call system with
response service as necessary

e 2nd tier mental health support
wellbeing support and work/learning
coaching

These costs are used to build a
projected overall cost for the proposed
Housing First model based on the
operating model of 20 clients per core
staff team. This is summarised in the
table below.

Cost assumptions associated with proposed Housing First model.

Model component | Cost assumptions

Projected cost per 20 Housing First
clients (per annum)

The ‘core’ Housing Housing Support Worker role £28,500 x 4 = £114,000

First staffing team
of on cost)

15%)

£28,500 p/a @ 4 posts (inclusive | £38,500

Subtotal = 152,500

Team Leader role £38,500 p/a | Total including 15% overheads for office
@ 1 post (inclusive of on cost at | space / IT etc = £175,375

A social lettings

Assumed to be a cost of £750 £750/52 weeks = £14.42 per unit p/w

agency per annum per unit in additional | £14.42 x 20 units x 52 weeks = £14,997 p/a

Mmanagement costs

Access to 24/7 on
call system client

Response service — 4 hours p/w
at £17.46 per hour

Telecare package - £5 p/w per | £5 x 20 units x 52 weeks = £5,200 p/a

4 hours x £17.46 x 52 weeks = £3,631 p/a

2nd tier mental
health support

£40k p/a @ 0.5 FTE (operating £20,000 p/a
across 2 Housing First teams)

Wellbeing support
and work/learning
coaching

£30k p/a@ 0.3 FTE

Need for this is to be met from existing
voluntary sector provision

TOTAL

£219,203 p/a

£10,960 per person per year

This is in addition to an assumed rental
income based on 1 bedroom LHA rate
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The cost assumptions shown in table
4.1 indicate that for the proposed
Housing First operating model, based
on a 'building block’ metric of twenty
clients, the projected annual cost is
£228,203. This equates to a cost per
client per annum of £10,960.

However, if a more personalised
model was subsequently introduced,
for example as in some other Housing
First schemes where clients have
access to a ‘personal budget’, this
would potentially be an additional
cost if it was not built into the

‘core’ support.

Equally, the cost of the Social Lettings
Agency may well be revised down
given the potential to recoup cost
through capital investment and

rental income.

Additional costs of emergency
accommodation and services for
people who require housing-led
solutions will also need to be factored
into the final calculations of cost which
we set out in the next chapter.

What will it cost?

What will

it cost? |

Chapter 5: Financial and
Commissioning Implications

This chapter sets out how we see the approach we
have proposed being commissioned and implemented.

5.1. Housing First:
Commissioning approach

What needs to be commissioned?
We have identified what will need to
be commissioned to establish the
proposed Housing First model, and the
potential commissioning arrangements
required to implement this model in
Torbay. This is based on work with a
wide range of stakeholders to develop
the proposed Housing First operating
model and the likely size and nature

of the potential cohort intended to
benefit from Housing First.

However, in considering what needs
to be commissioned and how, it

is also necessary to ‘contextualise’
the proposed approach to Housing
First as part of wider housing-led
strategy to preventing and managing
homelessness, as set out in Chapter
3. The key changes envisaged to the
current system include:

e a comprehensive approach to

homelessness prevention by local
authorities with their partners

 the adoption of a housing-led

approach, i.e. seeking to make
available housing with support to
people who are homeless or at risk
of homelessness

Housing First as a discrete but
integrated component of this
housing-led approach

a reduction in the provision of 24/7
hostel type supported housing for
homeless people with a residual
provision of this type of supported
housing as the service model for
people for whom none of the other
options suit their needs

* some retained emergency access

housing without 24/7 cover.
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Evidence from other Housing First
services and studies

Existing research has shown that
Housing First pilots in the UK can be
vulnerable to insecure funding streams
when they are run as experiments,
rather than as an integral part of a
coordinated homelessness strategy.
To secure funding, Housing First
must be making a clear contribution
to tackling long-term and recurrent
homelessness, facilitating savings

in existing hostel and temporary
supported housing provision which
can be redeployed to support
increased preventative activity and
to support Housing First itself.*

Given that the most immediate savings
are accrued by the local authority it

is assumed that the local authorities
will be the ‘lead’ commissioners of
the proposed Housing First model,
but given both the potential for wider
savings and the need for multi-agency
approach that this will be done in
close partnership with criminal justice
and other partners. Torbay is in a
better position to achieve this than
many authorities given the integrated
approach to health and social care.

Commissioning for a culture change
Developing Housing First ‘at scale’

will require not only smart systems
thinking, determined partnership
working and the implementation of
new models of service delivery but

a very real change in the culture of
services. The current dominant culture
in services is shaped by political
discourse, national and local policy
and it will be challenging to change it.

We have seen in chapters 3 and 4 that
Housing First proposes a very different
way of working with people: a rights-
based, non-judgemental, strengths-
based approach that emphasises
citizenship and builds resilience.

41 Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Op. Cit.
42 https://charter.streetsupport.net/

In order to commission this very
different approach, it will be
necessary to:

e work in partnership and through
dialogue with providers and people
with lived experience to develop the
specifications for these services —
the value of hearing the perspectives
of frontline workers, people with
lived experience (at different stages
of their homelessness journeys) and
a range of professionals has been a
key process finding from this study;

e include the input of people with lived
experience, which will be essential in
ensuring any commissioned service
does meet the needs of homeless
people. Co-production of service
specifications should be the aim
and the work of the Manchester
Homelessness Charter would be
helpful to inform this.*?

« train staff at all levels and in all
frontline services who work with
homeless people to work in a
strengths-based way, and recruit and
develop them on the basis of their
ability to work in this way,

e operate in a way which does not
seek an enforcement approach to
addressing homelessness and nor
in way where restricting access to
services is used to discourage people
seeking help.

« take a flexible approach to contract
monitoring: both the commissioner
and the provider of the LB Camden
Housing First service spoke about
the importance of building a close
and trusting relationship between
commissioners and providers, in
order to move away a focus on solely
monitoring outputs. Also to trust the
provider to make decision on who
accesses the service and for how long.

e ensure commissioning provides
commitments in the long term
commissioning needs to provide
commitments in the long term. In the
current Local Government funding
environment, this can be extremely
difficult but is vital to ensure the
project can delivered with fidelity to
the model.

 set out clear shared values at the
outset and ensure there is proper
multi-agency governance
around these.

5.2. Financial
Implications: Potential
for cashable savings
and efficiencies

from implementing
Housing First

Potential for cashable savings

To project the likely costs of
implementing the proposed model
it is necessary to make use of the
estimated demand within Torbay
that could be met by Housing First
alongside the predicted costs of the
model in practice.

Projected future demand is covered in
detail in Chapter 4 so only the relevant
elements for costing the model are
shown here. (Chapter 4 identifies the
estimated demand for Housing First
across Torbay in terms of the number
of service users over the period 2018 —
2023). This is based on:

» estimating the current unmet
demand for Housing First based on
an analysis of different data streams

 estimating the newly-arising demand
for Housing First year on year

e estimating the number of units likely
to be needed over 5 years, based on
1 and 2 above and considering the
likely drop off rate amongst people
who receive a Housing First service.

What will it cost?

Assumptions also need to be made
about the implementation and
take-up of Housing First in practice,
particularly during the earlier phases
of implementation.

For the purposes of costing the model
over the period 2018 — 2026 it has
been assumed, based on discussion
with local stakeholders, that

 the overall aim of this study should
be to end street homelessness in
Torbay and not just replace current
provision. If this is accepted, then It
will take up to 4 years for a Housing
First response to be scaled up to
meet projected demand;

 there will be year-on-year increases
in the capacity of Housing First over
the first 5 years.

In practice, however it is important

to note that the length of time taken

to implement Housing First to match
projected demand will be influenced
by the degree of effectiveness of the
Housing First model, the pace at which
commissioners wish to implement

a Housing First model and the
resources that are available to fund

this approach.

The table over illustrates the cost
implications of seeking to meet the
projected demand for Housing First
to end street homelessness in Torbay,
based on a phased implementation
over 5 years and using the estimated
cost of the proposed Housing First
model per client per annum.
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Cost implications of meeting estimated demand for Housing First
in Torbay over 8 years (assuming start in 2018)

Year | Projected demand for Projected build-up of Projected cost of Housing
Housing First (no of service | Housing First capacity (no | First per annum
users) of service users) (Em)

1 54 20 0.22

2 63 40 0.44

3 75 60 0.66

4 84 80 0.88

5 91 91 1.00

6 92 92 1.01

7 90 90 0.99

8 85 85 0.93

Note: no allowance for cost inflation is built into the projected costs.
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This indicates that the operational
running cost in year 1 (2018/19) would
be £220k. This does not include

any implementation costs which we
consider in section 5.5 below. The cost
would then rise proportionately as
modelled until supply and demand are
in equilibrium by year 6, when the peak
annualised running cost is projected to
be £1.01m.

From this point the projected cost
fluctuates reflecting changes in
estimated demand. However, in reality
service costs do not typically fluctuate
in this way as the actual cost is based
on the metric of 20 service users of
Housing First (per core staff team) so
any increase/decrease in scale and
costs will tend to reflect changes
based on the reduction of overall team
numbers rather than individual
service users.

To test whether the modelled
reconfiguration of all services in
support of the wider system change
is affordable and will sustain this
additional expenditure on Housing
First we have to assume a benchmark
cost for each of the service options

identified in the explanation of the
housing-led strategy in Chapter 3.
The following is a proposed set of
assumptions based on current spend
on those types.

Service Type Benchmark
Cost
(£ per unit
per annum)

Housing First £10,960

Emergency £17986

& Specialist

Congregate Housing

— 24 Hour Cover

Emergency £7394

& Specialist

Congregate Housing

- Other

Non supported £969

Temporary

Accommodation

How we arrived at the figure for
Housing First is explained in Chapter 4.

The figures for Emergency & Specialist
Congregate Housing 24 Hour Cover
are based on the current supported
accommodation commissioning cost
for Leonard Stocks. This includes both
the support funding currently paid

by the local authority and the excess
in rental income over the LHA level
(based on 1 bedroom rate as of April
2018 - £96.93 per week). We have
removed the 1 bedroom rate of LHA as
we have for Housing First to provide an
accurate comparison.

The figures for Emergency & Specialist
Congregate Housing - other are
derived from information provided

by another Torbay temporary
accommodation provider and is based
on emergency housing used between
April 17 and February 18 which
provides ‘office-hours’ support. Again,
the rent income over the LHA level

is considered to make comparison
consistent.

The figure for housing-led provision
is based on a current estimated
spend in hon-contracted temporary
accommodation, typically Bed and
Breakfast. The figure is based on an
estimated £30 a night B&B cost, an
average stay of 9 weeks (derived from
the data provided by the Housing
Options service between April 17 and
18) again just considers rental cost
about the 1 bedroom LHA rate.

What will it cost?

For estimating future cost the model
uses the following assumptions (in
addition to the ones concerning the
effectiveness of Housing First set
out above at 4.13)

* 20% of people in need of
some short-term temporary
accommodation will need low
support accommodation.

» Year on year a reduction of 30% of
people currently in non-supported
temporary accommodation can be
achieved with increased prevention
work and successful implementation
of the Homelessness Reduction Act.
Additional demand for housing-
led solutions could also be met
through the development of the
Social Lettings Agency where if
accommodation can be provided
at Local Housing Allowance rates
and remain a viable proposition this
should then be cost neutral.

The remaining need for other forms of
provision in 2024/25 according to this
model and in comparison to current
levels of provision (is set out below and
over the page).

The figures for 2023/24 include

the smaller scale emergency
accommodation provision needed to
support the Housing First model.

Using the benchmarks to translate
this into total costs we get the
following results.

Service Type Current Level Calculated Need
for 2023/24

Housing First 0 91

Emergency & Specialist Housing — | 31 10

24 Hour Cover

Emergency & Specialist Housing — | 47 9

Other

Non Supported Temporary 186 19

Accommodation
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Service Type Current Estimated Projected Costin 5
Costs years if this proposal
(Em) is adopted

(Em)

Housing First N/A 1.00

Emergency & Specialist 0.56 0.18

Housing — 24 Hour Cover

Emergency & Specialist 0.35 0.08

Housing — Other

Non Supported Temporary 0.18 0.01

Accommodation

TOTAL 1.09 1.27

Overall this would indicate that with
all these assumptions a Housing First/
housing-led system would be more
expensive however current provision
is not catering for the current street
population (estimated as 169 people
through the TESH project across
2017/18) whereas this new

system would.

In addition with the adoption of this
model we are predicting a decrease in
costs after 5 years whereas continuing
to spend at current levels is likely to
continue to rise year on year.

If we were to simply look to replace
current provision for people with
complex through Housing First

the costs would be the following
(£930,000 per year).

This would result in savings but would
miss the opportunity to address

and conceivably end functional
homelessness in Torbay. Given that
the model does indicate overall need
for the service will go down if wider
system change is achieved then we
would suggest a strong spend to save
argument is made.

It is however significantly dependent
on being able to successfully scale

up the prevention and tenancy
sustainment activity of the Housing
Options and floating support services.

Without the capacity to do that the
whole strategy is likely to unravel. This
will obviously, itself require additional
resource, which is more difficult

to estimate, but with the increased
investment and statutory duties
accompanying the Homelessness
Reduction Act and the opportunities
created by the Homelessness Flexible
Support Fund to invest to save this
should be achievable.

This modelling does assume that
money that is currently paid to
supported housing schemes through
Housing Benefit above the one bed
LHA rate will be recycled to local
authorities through some version

of the supported housing funding
reforms. It is important for the viability
of this approach that this funding is
made available to the local authority in
the long term.

5.3 Cost evidence
from other Housing
First services

Research on nine Housing First pilots
in England in 2014/15 reported that
the total costs of providing one hour
of Housing First support, including
administrative costs and salaries,
ranged between approximately £26
an hour and £40 an hour. These data

were based on actual operating costs
shared by the pilot Housing First
services. The report estimated that,
from discussions with Housing First
service providers, over time, typical
contact might average at something
like three hours a week over one year.
This was based on the assumption
that support would be more intensive
at first, enter a steady state and then
tail off, eventually become infrequent
or effectively dormant. In other
words, during initial use of the service
someone might be seen every day
for several weeks, but that contact
might then drop to once a week and
eventually to less frequent meetings as
independence grew.

Taking the mid-range of Housing

First costs (i.e. £34 an hour at 2014/15
prices, at three hours contact per week
over one year) and comparing this

with the actual running costs of low
intensity, medium intensity and high

What will it cost?

intensity (24 hour cover) supported
housing, there were indications that
Housing First was likely to have similar
or lower operating costs. Specifically,
this meant that the support costs of
providing Housing First were likely

to be less than the support costs

of more intensive congregate and
communal supported housing (e.g.
homeless hostels with 24 hour cover),
similar to those for medium level
supported housing, but more than
those of low intensity (i.e. little more
than food, a bed and minimal staff
cover) supported housing, which is not
strictly comparable with a relatively
intensive service like Housing First
(see Graphic below). Housing costs
were not included in this analysis,

it should be noted that rents in
supported housing may be higher than
for one-bedroomed self-contained
accommodation in the social rented
and private rented sectors.

Costs of Housing First relative to supported housing from the 2014/15
Evaluation of nine Housing First pilots in England (support costs

for one year).

£20,000

£17,160

£15,000

£10,608
£10,000

£5,000

£0
Low

£10,608 £10,608

Mid High

. Supported housing . Housing First (mid range)

Source: Based on Bretherton, J. and Pleace, N. (2015) Housing First in England: An Evaluation of Nine
Services York: Homeless Link/Changing Lives (analysis by original authors)
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Potential for efficiencies: Value

for money analysis

This section is adapted from the
Liverpool City Region Feasibility Study*®

There are 2 main types of analyses that
demonstrate the value for money that
can be generated by a particular form
of service intervention. These are:

 cost effectiveness analysis
e cost benefit analysis.

A cost-effectiveness analysis looks
to calculate the cost of achieving

a certain specified outcome e.g.
effectively breaking the cycle of
homelessness. It returns the cost
per successful outcome. It is really
intended to compare different ways
of approaching the same objective
and thereby comparing the value
for money of two (or more) different
interventions aiming to achieve

this. The output is a relative cost

per successful outcome — it does
not take into account any potential
savings generated elsewhere by the
intervention — although these can
be alluded to. It is importantly the
case that the intervention that is most
successful in achieving the desired
objective may not be the most cost
effective if it is the most expensive e.g.
if it is twice as effective in achieving
the objective but three times as
expensive per head it will be seen to
be less cost effective.

A cost benefit analysis involves an
attempt to compare the costs of the
new service intervention to the costs
of carrying on with the “business

as usual” alternatives. And then
comparing this to the value of the
benefits achieved or the dis-benefits
avoided to the extent to which these
can be monetised. These benefits,
and thereby the potential savings,

can accrue to a range of agencies

or in some models to the individuals
— and will probably not all accrue to
the agencies shouldering the cost

of the intervention. This potentially
undermines the impact of the
analysis. There is also the question

as to whether the savings are
“cashable” — will it actually result in
other budgets actually being reduced
or not increasing as much as they
would otherwise do. The number

of individuals involved generally

have to be pretty significant in order
for this to be the case — unless the
costs being saved are something like
benefit savings where there is a direct
relationship between the individual
and the money expended.

Most research on the costs of
homelessness indicate that the

main savings involved in reducing
homelessness are generally from the
homelessness services themselves
e.g. recent research** found that the
cost of homelessness service itself
constituted 43% of the total costs
identified for the 86 homeless people
interviewed for the study.

A cost-benefit analysis would want
to look at the wide range of cost
implications, but the research would
suggest in the short or medium term
some of these would increase as

a result of Housing First achieving

its secondary objectives of helping
people engage with services more
effectively, and in particular address
their serious health problems more
effectively. In the short to medium-
term, use of mental health and other
planned health / social care services
are bound to increase if Housing First
works as it should. Treatment costs
and engagement with substance
misuse services will also probably
increase in short term but then reduce.

43 Blood, I, Copeman, I, Goldup, M., Pleace, N., Bretherton, J. & Dulson, S. (2017) Housing First Feasibility

Study for the Liverpool City Region, London: Crisis.

44  Better than Cure? Testing the case for Enhancing Prevention of Single Homelessness in England, Pleace

and Culhane, 2016

Some other costs such as the use of
emergency services (A&E, ambulance
service, etc.) and criminal justice costs
resulting from offences committed
should, based on other research reduce
in short-term as well as long-term.

The biggest costs long term that
impact on the cost benefit calculation
in relation to the public purse are time
spent in psychiatric inpatient care or in
custody. Other research would suggest
that Housing First is more likely to
impact on the latter than the former

— but again these are unlikely to be
cashable savings.

Generally, the evaluations done

on Housing First in the UK and
elsewhere to date have shown a
significant success rate in helping
people maintain a tenancy, but have
been more mixed in terms of other
outcomes. But then as already stated,
it is important to remember that

the principal objective of a Housing
First programme is ending long-
term homelessness, and tenancy
sustainment is the principal indicator
against which the effectiveness of the
programme should be judged.

For these reasons in this instance the
best way to demonstrate the value
for money provided by investment

in Housing First is to undertake a
cost effectiveness exercise, rather
than a cost benefit exercise as such.
This involves calculating the cost per
successful outcome and comparing
it to the cost per successful outcome
of the current set of homelessness
services.

One of the key issues that must be
resolved is over what time frame the
cost effectiveness is assessed. Housing
First can be a long-term service as it is
intended to be open-ended, but for all
kinds of practical reasons it will tend
to taper away over time. At the same
time, as the principal objective is the
ending of long-term homelessness

as measured by the successful

What will it cost?

sustainment of a tenancy, this never
involves an absolute outcome for

the individual — the tenancy clearly
could be sustained for 10 years

and then break down the next day.
For pragmatic purposes, however
effectiveness can only be judged by
taking a fixed point in terms of elapsed
time from the tenancy start date and
recording whether it is still in place at
that point.

For the illustrative exercise we have
undertaken we have taken this fixed
point to be after 2 years and therefore
we have looked at the likely cost of the
intervention over 2 years and similarly
the likely cost of the alternative pattern
of services over the same period, and
assessed the chances that at the end
of this period the individuals will be in
their own settled housing.

This is mostly because the evidence of
the effectiveness of Housing First from
evaluations undertaken in the UK and
elsewhere has generally been over an
equivalent time period.

It could be said that this may skew the
results as Housing First is a long-term
service that in most cases is likely to
go on consuming costs well beyond

2 years, and that this calculation will
therefore make the cost per successful
outcome in effect much lower than it
actually will be. However the evidence
suggests that the long-term homeless
people that Housing First is aiming at
tend to spend a very long time in the
system using the gamut of current
homelessness services on a cyclical
basis. The Pleace and Culhane work
already quoted found for example that
people had spent an average of over
4 years as homeless and in receipt of
services (not continually however).
Cost effectiveness is intended to
show the relative value for money

of interventions so in this instance a

2 year timeframe does not feel too
unrealistic.
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There are therefore 4 basic elements
to the cost effectiveness calculation:

e The proportion of people receiving
the intervention who will achieve the
specified outcome.

e The proportion of people receiving
the comparator intervention who will
achieve the specified outcome.

e The cost of the intervention
being evaluated.

e The cost of the comparator
intervention.

We look at each of these in turn.

The calculation is based on a notional
scenario of 40 clients receiving
Housing First and 40 continuing to
receive services as of now.

Achieving the specified outcome
with Housing First

Various Housing First evaluations have
indicated that between 70% and 90%
of clients placed in housing were still
in settled housing at the end of the
evaluation period, with a tendency to
be at the higher end of this scale. For
this exercise therefore we will take a
conservative assumption and assume
that out of 40 Housing First clients 32
were still in settled housing at the end
of 2 years.

Achieving the specified outcome
with existing homelessness services
Using the analysis of data available

to us in Torbay we found that repeat
approaches to Leonard Stocks hostel
were 45 out of 93 placements in the
12 months 2017/18.

We would therefore assume a success
rate of around 50% for people entering
the hostel and then remaining in
settled housing 2 years later.

So for this exercise we will assume 20
of the 40 hostel residents are still in
settled housing at the end of 2 years.

Cost of Housing First

The calculated cost of Housing First,
including the estimated subsidy to a
Social Lettings Agency, is £10,960
per year.

However, the overall costs of those
who do not succeed in meeting the
outcome also need to be taken into
account as costs of the intervention.
However, by definition this is not

for the full 2 years. Elsewhere we
have estimated that initial failures to
maintain settled housing may take
place on average after 9 months, so
we also assume this here and therefore
for each of the clients who do not
meet the outcome the assumed costs
are £10,960 x 0.75 = £8,220 x 8 =
£65,760

Therefore for the purposes of this
exercise we therefore assume that

the 32 clients who are sustained
successfully for the full 24 months will
cost 32 (2 x £10,960 ) = £701,440

So, adding the 2 figures together we
can suggest that the overall cost of
Housing First for 2 years for 40 people
(32 of those achieving a successful
outcome) = £767,200

Costs of Existing Homelessness
Services

This is complicated by the reality of
service usage. Almost by definition the
cohort that Housing First is aimed at
dip in and out of services — sometimes
living in hostels, sometimes living

on the streets or in other temporary
settings, while using outreach or day
centre-type services on a sporadic
basis. The research by Pleace and
Culhane, based on interviews with 86
homeless people, made an attempt

to track this based on analysis of the
services that this sample of 86 had
consumed over a 90 day period. This
was then grossed up to produce an
annual cost of £14,408 per person, this
is assumed to be someone who is on
and off the streets.

This is potentially misleading because
in that research the hostel element

of the costs included the full rental
payment and most Housing First
clients will be equally dependent

on benefits to meet their rental
payments (up to the LHA level). In
order, therefore to ensure that we

can discount this element of the

rental from both sides of the equation
we have therefore deducted the 1
bedroom LHA rate of £96 per week
for the estimated 60% of users in

the Pleace and Culhane study who
made use of a hostel during the set
period. This reduces the estimated
annual cost by £2.808, producing

a total of £11,600. This will amount

to £23,200 over 2 years. Given the
average cost per year for a residents
of Leonard Stocks is £17,986 per year
this lower figure seems justified given a
proportion of existing clients will be on
the street and not incurring any direct
cost, (albeit, based on the complexity
of the needs we have identified
through this study, homeless people in
Torbay will be incurring indirect costs
to health, criminal justice and drug and
alcohol services).

Putting these assumptions together
we produce the following results:

What will it cost?

In cost effectiveness terms Housing
First is shown to be 1.9 times as cost
effective as existing service provision,
as well as being 1.6 times as effective
in achieving the desired results.

This is a closer figure than the one

we calculated for the Liverpool

City Region but that is attributable

to the higher success rate of the
homelessness system in Torbay (50%
successful move on as opposed to 15%
in the Liverpool City Region)

However, this complements the
conclusions reached in the previous
section on financial modelling — a
housing-led strategy built around
Housing First can achieve savings

per successful outcome and be
better in terms of effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness than the current
system. However, if the ambition is to
be realised to end rough sleeping in
Torbay additional resource will need
to be invested in order to increase
capacity but doing this through

a Housing First and housing-led
approach would be significantly more
cost effective than expanding provision
in its current form.

Housing First | Existing homelessness services
Cost of service 23,200 x 40
£767,200 - £928.000
Achieving
sustained tenancy 2 20 (based on current 50% successful on
rate)
Cost per
successful £23,975 £46,400
outcome




g9 abed

Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

This only assume direct cost savings
and it is entirely justified to conclude
that a system that is more effective

at ending homelessness therefore
potentially avoids a number of other
costs, some of which may involve
cashable savings.*® It will be important
that if this proposal is taken forward
work is done to evaluate the local
savings derived through better
intervention in homelessness in order
to make a the case to a wider set of
commissioners that this work should
be supported.

5.4. Housing First
Implementation:
Potential transitional
and phasing
arrangements

Commissioning Proposal

Given that this would be a new
approach and requires such wide scale
culture change for commissioners
and providers, we believe that a
competitive dialogue process should
be considered. We believe that this
would provide the most effective
vehicle for commissioners to ensure
that the Housing First project provides
the essential specialist elements that
make it different from other

support models.

The competitive dialogue
commissioning process will allow, after
an initial pre-qualification process,

a dialogue process with shortlisted
candidates about any aspect of the
model so that appropriate solutions
can be developed. This will both
ensure that the commissioners can
affect the final model but also provides
an opportunity for potential providers
to develop their approach and practice
to fit within the principles of Housing

First. The commissioners can continue
this dialogue until one or more
solutions can be identified.

A competitive dialogue process

was used as part of the London
Homelessness Social Impact Bond
(SIB) launched in 2012. This was a 3
year programme working with over
800 entrenched rough sleepers across
London, whose needs were not being
met by the current system and was an
attempt to bring new finance and new
ways of working to improve outcomes
for this group.

How the SIB was commissioned:*¢ -

A formal, open, service provider
seminar was held in March 2012 to
begin the procurement process, with
around 50 organisations in attendance.

A ‘Competitive Dialogue’ process
then followed. EU regulations permit
the use of a competitive dialogue
procedure whereby, following

an initial tender submission, the
commissioner can enter into separate
and confidential discussions with
shortlisted providers. The use of the
procedure for a service intervention
of this type was new, but was seen
to be important because it enabled
a dialogue with providers about the
complex issues in the SIB design. It
was intended to ensure that viable,
high quality tenders were developed,
with attention focused on a shortlist
with the capacity and capability to
deliver the contract and achieve the
expected outcomes.

Following the seminar in March 2012, a
‘Selection for Dialogue Questionnaire’
(SDQ) was issued. This invited outline
proposals of the delivery model — an
initial 'service solution” — alongside
information commonly used in a Pre-
Quialification Questionnaire (PQQ) to

45 https://www.crisis.org.uk/ending-homelessness/homelessness-knowledge-hub/cost-of-homelessness/
46 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/357785/Qualitative_

Evaluation_of_the_London_Homelessness_SIB.pdf

select appropriate organisations
to receive the full tender.

Five shortlisted providers were
engaged in the competitive dialogue.
A panel from the Greater London
Authority (GLA) and the (then) DCLG
met with them to ask questions about
the proposed approach and to answer
questions about what was required.
Subsequent competitive dialogue
meetings were held after two and
then four weeks, to further develop
both the providers' intended models
and discuss the final procurement
requirements. These later meetings
also explored the progress with
securing social investment and the
financial models providers

were intending.

The original timetable was amended
slightly to allow more time for
development between dialogue
meetings. The process produced
refinements rather than substantial
changes, but those involved agreed
that it enabled both commissioners
and providers to develop confidence:
for commissioners, that high quality
tenders would be submitted; and for
providers, that they could develop their
initial plans to meet the requirements
of commissioners.

After this dialogue process an Invitation
to Tender was issued to the shortlisted
providers, with five weeks for providers
to prepare final submissions building
on their competitive dialogue
materials. Four tenders were received.

The tenders were judged for both the
scale of outcomes that they proposed
to achieve and the discount they
provided on the maximum tariffs

(the amount paid per outcome). This
was a technical, marked assessment
with scores attributed to each tender
according to their ranking of higher
outcomes and lower tariffs. They were
also judged in qualitative terms for the
credibility of their delivery model.

What will it cost?

In this way, a balance was achieved
in assessing: how achievable the
outcomes were in each model; the
ambition of the providers to achieve
outcomes; and, value for money.

A tool to support this process was
provided by GLA, designed by Social
Finance and building on one from the
competitive dialogue. It provided a
format for modelling the achievement
of outcomes over time, the targets
(@ambition) set by the provider and the
discounts on the maximum outcome
tariffs set. It also required a summary
of how the SIB would be financed and
investments repaid.

5.5 Implementation of
Housing First in Torbay-
a 3-year proposal

This is intended as a suggested
preliminary implementation and
costing plan.

Phase 1 (Initial 6 months)
Actions needed:

« establish a strategic advisory board,
with representatives from the local
authority, health, criminal justice,
and housing associations. Also, key
to seek voluntary sector involvement
(throughout this process the role
of street services provided the best
opportunity to hear and discuss
the views of homeless people
themselves).

 to set-up a co-ordination body
to oversee the establishment of 2
operational project boards for both
the Social Lettings Agency and the
support teams

 the co-ordination body would also
hold responsibility for promoting the
findings of the study and providing
training on Housing First principles
and methodology across Torbay
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e set up Lived Experience Advisory
Board, where possible of people with
previous and current experience of
homelessness in Torbay. We feel
it is very to build on the interest
and enthusiasm people with lived
experience have shown this study.

* appoint a project lead to make
proposals on the detailed
implementation of the Social Lettings
Agency to identify potential host
organisation or to set up new entity
to identify potential host organisation
or to set up new entity (maybe
possible to base this within Torbay
Development Agency to realise wider
potential of a SLA)

e appoint a project lead to make
proposals on the detailed
implementation of the support
service. Establish protocols and
pathways with statutory and
voluntary agencies

Resource Needed Timescale

e undertake a detailed exercise
planning for the gradual
decommissioning of existing services
after year 2 to provide funding for
Housing First service

e amendment to new IT system to
enable referral and monitoring of
Housing First provision. Shekinah'’s
plans for the ECINS system should
create the necessary shared IT system
but it will need consideration as to
how it can link to other systems.#

e underpinned by the Homelessness
Reduction Act establish increasingly
consistent approach to prevention of
homelessness, floating support and
housing-led solutions within Torbay
and (in partnership) across
wider Devon.

Estimated Cost

Full time implementation | 2 years (after which could | £110k (E45k pa post

Co-ordination Role

be mainstreamed into
commissioning team)

plus on costs)

Full time project Lead

2 years (unless picked up

£80k (E35k pa post

for implementing Social | under TDA work) plus on costs)
Lettings Agency

Shared IT system One Off £10k
implementation

Training / Awareness Over 2 years £10k

Raising events

Total £190k

Resource Needed

Estimated cost for provision | Over 2 years

of Social Lettings Agency
and Support service for 40
clients (40 x 12,733)

Timescale

Estimated Cost

£328,800 (based on
£10,960 per person per year
x 30 to allow for fact not all
40 will be in service for full
2 years)

Total (including Phase 1)

£518,800

47  http://www.empowering-communities.org/software/e-cins/

Phase 2 (years 1-2):

Initial intensive focus on those
regularly sleeping on the street and
those that struggle most to retain
supported accommodation.

Actions needed:

« Establish Social Lettings Agency
service to point where up to
75 properties can be taken into
management in first 2 years.

 Establish Support Service teams to
point where 40 individuals can be
supported within 2 years (based
on recommended caseloads in the
Feasibility study (max 20 per team)
this would require 2 teams. (40
individuals to be supported by end
of year 2).

e Secure commitment from mental
health Commissioners to contribute
sufficient mental health expertise to
meet need across 2 support teams
within 2 years and with ongoing
commitment to scaling up.

¢ Integrate Housing First approach
with existing outreach services and
housing options teams through co-
location, training and encouraging
Housing First approach to be written
into new commissioning strategies.

e Explore how Housing First principles
and approach can be adopted more
widely across homelessness services,
especially for young people and
domestic abuse survivors.

These effectively represent double
running costs whilst existing supported
housing provision remains unchanged.

Phase 3 (Year 3 and beyond)

Given that we have identified an
annual cost per person of £17,986

for existing 24-hour emergency or
specialist services there is now the
potential to return savings through
decommissioning of existing services.

At this point if we assume that 50% of
the individuals supported by Housing
First are from this type of provision
(or at least would have been if they
hadn't been helped by Housing First)

What will it cost?

then there is the potential to redirect
£359,720 (20 people) of savings to
support the cost of Housing First in
years 1 and 2.

We have not assumed any savings
from decommissioning in years 1 and 2
because practically decommissioning
will depend on obligations and
commitments which potentially
restrict the use of existing services
and how flexibly these might be
addressed, However, if services units
can be decommissioned as they are
freed up after year 2 (and that there
would be 2 years of double funding to
prepare for this point) it is reasonable
to assume a direct contribution from
decommissioned services into new
services from that point.

It would be possible to achieve quicker
savings by targeting Housing First

at people currently using services,
however we should be mindful that
Housing First works best for those
who choose it and that we should not
miss the opportunity to address street
homelessness, even though no direct
cost is accrued. Therefore, we have
assumed the 50% as the best way of
striking that balance.

Over 5 years this would look as follows
(considering all aspects of the system
which would require funding including
emergency accommodation.

The table above assumes all clients will
be in accommodation from start of the
year for full 12 months whereas people
will enter accommodation at different
points in the year, with this amount
being the maximum spend needed

at year end but not an amount which
needs to be paid out consistently
throughout the whole year. As stated
above we would expect the actual cost
to be lower than this and based at the
end of each year we assume that 75%
of this maximal cost is more realistic
as people enter the new system at
different points.



Housing First Feasibility Study Torbay

Service Type Cost per year (millions)
Current |Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Housing First 0 0.22 0.44 0.66 0.88 1.00
Emergency & Specialist Housing | 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.28 0.18 0.18
— 24 Hour Cover
Emergency & Specialist Housing | 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.17 0.12 0.08
— Other
Non Supported Temporary 0.18 0.18 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.01
Accommodation
TOTAL 1.09 1.31 1.44 1.18 1.22 1.27

We would also assume that full time Year 4

implementation roles in years 1 and
2 would not be required and any
remaining work be subsumed into
existing structures. However, it is
essential that the principles of Housing
First continued to be championed
across all relevant services and
therefore it will be essential that
fidelity of the model is checked and
challenged where necessary. It may
well be possible to consider this as a
sub-regional role if others in Devon
adopt the approach.

We have proposed staggering the
adoption of Housing First to be realistic
over availability of housing supply, to
acknowledge the challenges of scaling
up support services that quickly and
also to spread costs over a longer
period. Should funding opportunities
present themselves to scale up more
quickly then savings could be realised
more quickly.

Overall Funding Requirement
Year1 & 2
Implementation Costs £190,000
Running Costs (Double Funding)
£328,800

Year 3

Additional money needed above
current budget (after factoring
in money saved through
decommissioning) £90,000

Page 70

Additional money Additional money
needed above current budget (after
factoring in money saved through
decommissioning) £130,000

Year 5

Additional money Additional money
needed above current budget (after
factoring in money saved through
decommissioning) £180,000

Total additional funding required
over 5 years (above current spend on
homelessness) = £918,800

We proposed this is required to
reach a point where homelessness
levels would plateau and then start
to decline and therefore the budget
would decrease year on year after this
point. By year 9 budget spend would
then be lower than current spend on
homelessness but there would then
be sufficient provision for no-one to
be without the offer of a home and
support in Torbay.
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Is the decision a key decision? No

When does the decision need to be implemented?

Executive Lead Contact Details: Cindy Stocks, Executive Lead for Housing,
Cindy.Stocks@torbay.gov.uk
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1. Proposal and Introduction

1.1  The Housing Strategy Action Plan monitors delivery of Torbay’s Housing Strategy. The
RAG approach is used to highlight progress. Specific project report updates and
proposals will be prepared as required or requested.

2. Reason for Proposal

2.1 It has been agreed that performance against Housing Strategy priority projects will be
reported to every other Housing Committee and the latest version is attached as
Appendix 1.

3. Recommendation(s) / Proposed Decision

3.1  That Housing Committee note progress against housing strategy projects and identify
areas where further review/action is required.

Appendices

Appendix 1 Housing Strategy Action Plan (12 Sept 2018)

Background Documents

Torbay Housing Strategy 2015-2020
http://www.torbay.gov.uk/council/policies/community-safety/housing-strateqgy/

1
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Housing Strategy Action Plan (12 Sept 2018)

Note: Completed Actions are listed at the end

Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
Spatial Planning and Development Management
Meeting Housing Demand
1 Undertake a review, update and/or | Spatial March 5.9.18 New NPFF and SHMA Capacity issues in planning local | A
commission new Housing Market Planning- 2019 for guidance was issued August 18. impact of guidance to be
Assessment (SHLAA, SMHA etc.) | David evidence | Assess implications for Torbay and assessed
to provide robust evidence base for | Pickhaver/New potential to work with LEP partners or
Torbay Local Plan review. Asst Dir of Local neighbouring authorities
Planning Plan by
2020
2 Ensure the provision of sufficient Spatial Ongoing 5.9.18 Current 5 Year Land Supply 5 Year Land Supply is a KPI on
deliverable housing sites, seeking Planning- Position indicated at 4.2 years. the Housing Dashboard
to meet govt requirement for 5 year | David current Local Plan seeks to deliver a Action Plan to address 5YLS
land supply Pickhaver minimum 400 homes p.a. up to 2017, | shortfall
and a minimum of 495 homes p.a. to
2020
(new Asst Ongoing 5.9.18 TDA maintain a live database Monitoring of Affordable Housing | A
Director of of completed and pipeline AH Delivery is a KPI on the Housing
Planning once schemes Continued work with Dashboard. 17/18 stats show a
appointed) landowners and developers to ensure | trend in falling AH numbers being
a healthy pipeline of future projects. delivered, despite perceived
upturn in market.
Bryony Ongoing 5.9.18 Ongoing work to review stalled A
Stevens and sites (those granted planning
Rachel permission) and identify measures to
Danemann help bring them forward. Develop

2
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opportunities for affordable housing

Planning once
appointed)

will be implemented locally

Potential resource implications
around increased need for

Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
selection criteria for prioritising stalled
sites for intervention.
3 Work with developers to ensure Liam Ongoing 5.9.18 Expected to at least meet this Pace of delivery linked to market | A
early delivery of affordable homes | Montgomery, year’s target of 75 units. In the first conditions. KPI indicates falling
on S106 sites. Susanne quarter of this year there have been numbers, although some large
Target is 75 AH per annum Lang 38 completions. scale development expected on
site 2018/19
4 Review S106 and Affordable David Dec 2018 | 5.9.18 A light touch review of Planning | NPPF/CIL/Section 106 changes A
Housing SPD. Pickhaver Contributions and Affordable Housing | Planning team resource and
SPD, taking on board NPPF changes | capacity issues
is needed
Agreement to purchase Exacom
5 Publish regular housing monitoring | Rachel Quarterly | The Housing Performance Monitoring G
information showing starts and Danemann Dashboards are presented at every
completions, brown field and green Housing Officer Group meeting and
field land, and sites included in the every other Housing Committee
Council's 5 year land supply. Rachel Annually 5.9.18 An annual report on Housing Opportunities to link to other data | G
Danemann in Sept Monitoring including commentary of sets and cross-departmentally
trends and benchmarking will be
prepared and annual report presented
to Sept Housing Committee
Spatial Annually Monitoring of housing delivery is G
Planning undertaken annually in April for the
Zdzislawa previous financial year. The next
Kunaszkiewicz report is in the process of being
finalised.
Zdzislawa Annually The brownfield register is published G
Kunaszkiewicz | in and maintained by the Planning Team
December | Part 1 register published Dec 2017.
Requirement to update at least
annually
6 Review viability policy and practice | (new Asst Dec 2018 | Identify impact of new NPPF and NPPF introduces a more A
to ensure it is maximising Director of supporting guidance And how these standardised method.
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Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
transparency.
7 Review the three Neighbourhood David NP will be | Incorporate planning inspectorate NPs continue to propose policies | A
Plans, particularly in relation to the | Pickhaver/ adopted advice into the Neighbourhood Plans | that could serve to restrict
allocation of Housing sites Tracy Brooks/ | by Dec for Torbay, Paignton and Brixham housing supply, this has the
Andrew 2018 potential to be in conflict with the
Gunther Government’s wider Housing
Delivery agenda.
8 Record interest in Self-build Andrew Ongoing, | A Self Build Register is maintained G
Gunther with and reviewed by the Planning Service.
annual A CLG return on self-build is required
reporting annually.
Agree a protocol to make Torbay Andrew Nov 2018 | Draft prepared and circulated to NHS | To be finalised/agreed by relevant | A
Council Adult Social Care and the Gunther/ and ASC partners parties and administrative
NHS formal consultees with who Bryony arrangements set up.
Torbay LPA will engage regarding | Stevens
development proposals/planning
applications
Develop, consult on and adopt an Andrew Feb 2019 | Demand assessment work for ECH to | Consultation will be required A
SDP on older peoples housing and | Gunther/Bryon provide evidence base. before formal adoption
care y Stevens
Housing Company, Council Assets and Funding
Meeting Housing Demand and Improving the Quality of Homes
9 Provide affordable housing grant to | Liam Ongoing Affordable housing grant (need to say G
subsidise affordable housing Montgomery/T more on this and make the target
delivery through Registered orbay Council SMART)
Providers. Provide subsidy to RPs | Director of
to ensure the delivery of a variety Housing
of tenures and to unblock
potentially unviable sites.
10 Use Section 106 agreements to Liam Ongoing Delivery to be secured by negotiation G
secure the use of local construction | Montgomery month of with developers on a site-by-site
skills in 5 major development sites | and Pat annual basis, and prioritised for Torbay
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Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
Steward report Council/TDA led town centre
regeneration sites.
11 Improve access to quality private Bryony 5.9.18 Explore opportunity for Potential to help deliver Housing | G
rented sector (PRS) Stevens Housing Co to support PRS First accommodation
accommaodation Rachel improvement including purchase and | Will need to be informed by
Danemann repair schemes. Housing Company Business Plan
Consider schemes to incentivise
landlords
12 Progress and submit bid for Bryony 5.9.18 include agreed business plan & | Will need to be informed by G
Housing Co Investment Partner Stevens progress work to achieve Registered Housing Company Business Plan
(IP) status. Provider (RP) status & HE funding
bid.
Community Housing Projects
Meeting Housing Demand and Improving the Quality of Homes
14 Work with community group to Bryony April 2019 | 5.9.18 Project preparing Community A
deliver Stevens Housing Fund (CHF) bid for feasibility
Brixham Project on privately owned on site. Project identified in
site neighbourhood plan for affordable
housing
15 Work with community groups to Bryony April 2019 | 5.9.18 Site feasibility study in A
deliver community housing project | Stevens progress.
in Brixham on Council owned site Liam
Montgomery
16 Identify additional community Bryony April 2019 | 5.9.18 Meetings with community HCA CHT Phase One funding G
housing projects Stevens, group representatives to explore launched to support community
Rachel opportunities for partnership working. | groups with viability, specialist
Daneman Additional support/capacity through skills etc.
Wessex and HFHGB sought to support
community groups with funding
bids/other
19 Consider the role of Community Asst Dir April 2019 Capacity issues in planning A
Investment Areas as part of local Planning

plan and town centre regeneration
projects

Housing for People with Particular Needs
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Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
Housing and Health Commissioning
20 Develop a TCP Housing Strategy Justin Wiggin Needs Strategy completed July 2018 Opportunity to demonstrate joint G
for people with learning disabilities Analysis working through the Devon LD
and poor mental health April 2018 STP. Torbay is the lead agency
for this area of work.
Strategy
July 2018
21 Secure provision of specialist Justin Wiggin 5.9.18 NHSE £1m funding secured. A
autism accommodation April 2019 | Working with RP who will complete
5 units occupied by 2020 development and manage the
completed units.
Successful Eol submitted April 2018.
PID submitted July 2018
22 Ensure adequate supply of support | Shirley Septembe | 5.9.18 Youth Homelessness and All YP Contracts end during 2019 | A
and accommodation for young Beauchamp r 2018 Prevention Service redesign in Impact of Homelessness
people aged 16-24 including care progress Developing specification to Reduction Act on Corporate
leavers, young parents and support young people to achieve their | Parenting and Children Act
homeless young people Personal Housing Plans. Sufficiency duty
Needs analysis is train to inform Lack of appropriate move on and
commissioning strategy and funding Increasing demand from 16/17
requirements. year olds due to changes in
government guidance
23 Commission a new framework for Shirley 5.9.18 Peninsula Framework Currently not regulated. Complex | A
16+ children's Beauchamp extended to March 2019, exploring needs of young people placed

placements/supported
accommaodation

joint commissioning of new 16+
framework with Plymouth and possibly
Somerset.

may necessitate formal
registration with Ofsted or CQC.
Procurement of a framework will
require resource for the tender
preparation and evaluation, as
well as ongoing quality
assurance.
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Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG

No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation

24 Commission a range of domestic Shirley Septembe | 5.9.18 contract extended to DASV now part of Council’s A
abuse and sexual violence support | Beauchamp r 2019 September 2019 Consultants Policy Framework
services including recommissioning developing commissioning options Additional govt funding bids in
current accommodation service appraisal (funded by Public Health) train

26 Re-commission Aids adaptations Chris 2020 Multi agency steering group in place G
and equipment service to include Lethbridge/ to develop specification.
assistive technology/home Sarah Jones
improvements/DFG support

28 Deliver sustainable alternative Tara Harris 2018 5.9.18 Scope has been developed for | Potential properties identified. A
model of temporary the requirements of the property. Brief | Contract can be awarded from
accommaodation for feasibility work now being framework on 30 July to assess

prepared. feasibility of property and
purchase progressed.

29 Deliver Housing-Led/Housing first Debbie Housing First system change adopted | Funding bids in train G
system change to address Freeman subject to securing funding Separate Housing first transition
homelessness plan in place

30 Explore ways to make outreach Debbie Jan 2019 | To explore as part of system change Current DCLG funding ends April | G
team and Safe Space sustainable Freeman/ noted above 2019

Tara Harris

31 Explore ways to make volunteer Debbie Jan 2019 | Shekinah have committed to fund the | Current DCLG funding ends April | G

co-ordinator posts sustainable Freeman/ volunteer co-ordinator post beyond 2019
Tara Harris April 2019.

33 Develop extra care housing Fran 2018 Project Group established. LGA A
strategy and additional extra care Mason/Bryony housing advisers funding support for
housing scheme Stevens strategy development Researcher

commissioned to complete needs
analysis and survey

Improving Existing Stock

Improving the Quality of Homes

34 Target poor quality accommodation | Tara Harris New Regular report and updates G
and management through the mandatory | provided to Mayor ASB ring-fenced
Rogue Landlords Programme licencing
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Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG

No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation
Service redesign scheme fund.464 requests for assistance in

from 17/18. Formal action taken on 187

October occasions, including 35 legal

2018 notices. Savings to NHS calculated
as £94K, saving to society £427k.

35 Prioritise high risk complaints about | Tara Harris Ongoing Project plan. deve]oped for new G
poor quality accommodation ma_mde_ltory licensing scheme and

being implemented for October
2018 go live.

36 Continue to engage with residential | Spatial Reactive Engage with care home owners as Progress dependant on site A
care homes as part of market Planning, work as sites become available. becoming available.
strategy for social care including, Development opportuniti Opportunities for a more proactive
exploring potential for Management es arise approach could be considered.
redevelopment/change of use and JCT

37 | Maximise opportunities to facilitate | Tara Harris Implemen | Ecoflex opportunities currently G
energy efficiency measures being t-ation explored with providers. On track.
implemented especially within July 2018
deprived and vulnerable groups

Working with Housing Associations, Providers and Partners (Meeting Housing Demand)

38 Engage housing and support Rachel Sept 2018 | Strategy meetings arranged Acknowledges the vital role of G
providers in delivery of housing Danemann Proposals in train to combine Housing | housing in health and social care
strategy objectives Partnership with Healthy Torbay and support for joint initiatives

meetings every 8 months and resourcing.

39 Regular engagement with Homes TDA, Bryony Ongoing Homes England updates are Government’s current focus on G
England to maximise opportunities | Stevens and presented to the Devon Affordable Housing Delivery and the funding
for partnership working and Rachel Different Housing Development Forum. and support available. Need to
securing funding Danemann Funding maximise external funding for

streams HE have just re-announced funding development programme and
have their | opportunities under there market other support.




Ref | Key Deliverable Who is By when | Update Risks, Opportunities and RAG
No | What we are going to do/enable? | responsible Mitigation

own engagement programme.

deadlines

The Community Housing Fund
prospectus has now been launched.

6/ obed
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Completed Actions:

Action What are we going to Lead Completed Actions Undertaken/Update

Ref No. deliver/enable?

Completed | Establish ‘virtual’ housing delivery Kevin The Housing Officer Group now meets regularly, before each Housing Committee.
team Mowat It provides co-ordination for delivery of the Housing Action Plan and performance

monitoring.

Completed | Prepare bid for CLG funding to | Rachel Bids were submitted, but were not successful. However much of the
support improved joint multi- Danemann | thinking and work has fed into the Planning Service Review. There may be
disciplinary working and opportunities for further funding going forward.
increase capacity

Completed | Spend Community Housing Frances Report on spend/committed funds provided to MHCLG
Fund monies in line with CHF Mason

spending commitments




Agenda Item 7

ORBAY

COUNCIL ~

Meeting: Housing Committee Date: 12t Sept 2018
Wards Affected: All

Report Title: Annual Report- Housing Performance Monitoring

Is the decision a key decision? No

When does the decision need to be implemented?

Executive Lead Contact Details: Cindy Stocks, Executive Lead for Housing,
Cindy.Stocks@torbay.gov.uk

Supporting Officer Contact Details: Rachel Danemann, Community Housing Strategy
and Delivery Manager - 01803 2087469, rachel.danemann@torbay.gov.uk

1. Proposal and Introduction

The Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework Dashboards bring together the
Key Performance Indicators in relation to housing from across the Council. The
dashboards are reviewed and updated quarterly and regularly reported to Housing
Committee. This annual monitoring report is complementary to the dashboard data,
offering a more detailed commentary on the information reported, drawing out trends,
benchmarking and offering a more detailed analysis of the data and the indicators
themselves.

2. Reason for Proposal

2.1  The annual dashboards present the data available for 2017/18. The establishment of
this annual report will enable a comprehensive overview and more detailed explanation
of trends, benchmarking and consideration of the indictors themselves. The three
annual dashboards are appended to this report. Where possible, as part of the annual
report, indicators are benchmarked against CIPFA family group (or other
benchmarking). The Housing Performance Monitoring Annual report is attached as
Appendix 1.

3. Recommendation(s) / Proposed Decision

3.1 It is recommended that the Annual Report on Housing Monitoring and Performance
Framework is noted.

forward thinking, people orientated, adaptable - always with integrity.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Annual Housing Performance Monitoring Report

Appendix B: Annual Dashboards

2017/18 Annual Dashboard One: Commissioned Services, Homelessness and Housing
2017/18 Annual Dashboard Two: Housing Standards, Aids and Adaptations

2017/18 Annual Dashboard Three: Housing Delivery and Planning

Background Documents

Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework, including Housing Monitoring and

Performance Framework Dashboards

http://www.torbay.gov.uk/DemocraticServices/documents/s51819/Housing%20Performance%
20Covering%20Report.pdf
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Appendix A: Annual Report on Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework 2018
Introduction

Monitoring of Housing Delivery is reported regularly to the Housing Committee via the Housing
Dashboards. This report provides more detailed analysis and commentary of each of the key
performance indicators included within:

2017/18 Annual Dashboard One: Commissioned Services, Homelessness and Housing
2017/18 Annual Dashboard Two: Housing Standards, Aids and Adaptations

2017/18 Annual Dashboard Three: Housing Delivery and Planning

Dashboard One: Commissioned Services, Homelessness and Housing

Utilisation data and other indicators will come from the KPI monitoring returns that each
service submits to commissioners on a quarterly basis. The KPIs are developed from the
outcomes and objectives set out in the service specification and listed in a separate schedule,
and forms part of the contract for the service with the provider. Some of the services have a
similar suite of KPIs (especially the former Supporting People services) however as services
have been redesigned or recommissioned outside of the SP framework and according to
different strategic needs, some outcomes and KPIs may vary for some services.

Leonard Stocks Centre

Indicators 1, 2 and 3 of the Housing Dashboards relate to use and effectiveness of the
Leonard Stocks hostel as a commissioned service. The data is collected by the hostel and
reported to the Council under the terms of the commissioning contract.

Indicator 1 monitors the utilisation of accommodation and for 2017/18 shows a 95% rate
which is on target. Utilisation would never be expected to be 100% as there will always be
some void times to allow for client changeover. 95% represented a very effectively managed
hostel with minimal voids and changeover time.

Indicator 2 relates to throughput. This is defined as the total number of clients as a % of the
capacity of the service. The 2017/18 figure of 375% is well above the 250% target indicating a
regular throughput of clients. This indicates a massive need for, and use of, this service and
shows it is being run very effectively. The high percentage means many people are entering
the hostel and being supported to leave again, which is the intention of the service. A lower
percentage would be evidence of people stuck in the hostel and not moving on in their lives.

Indicator 3 considered the % of clients who obtain stable settled accommodation once they
have left the service. This data is collected from data collected by the hostel about the
individual destinations of every person that leaves. Moving into private or social housing or
moving back in with family when this is a desirable outcome, is classed as achieving settled
accommodation. Negative outcomes would be being evicted or abandoning or being sent to
prison. The 2017/18 figure of 65.2 is typical of this kind of accommodation, but below 75%
target. The 75% target is a continuation of a blanket targets for supporting people that
covered a wide range of services not limited to the hostel. It would be unrealistic to expect
this target to be applicable to a hostel service on its own. This suggests Torbay hostel is
doing a good job in helping people move on. Moving forward the adoption of Housing
Led/Housing First system should see the number of people achieve settled accommodation
increase.
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Wider discussions are ongoing about the future of the hostel in light of the Council’s decision
to move to a Housing First model of supporting homeless clients with the most complex
needs. However, the data indicates the hostel is being effectively used, and the failure of
some users to secure and maintain settled accommodation is one of the key drivers behind
the need to move to a housing first model.

Torbay Domestic Abuse Service
Indicators 4 and 5 relate to the utilisation of accommodation for domestic abuse victims.

Indicator 4 shows utilisation of only 59.9% for the refuge and 63.2% for the safe houses (self
contained flats and houses dispersed across the Bay) which is well below the target of 95%.
There are a number of reasons for this significantly low utilisation of the accommodation:

e The refuge is perceived as a “known” location therefore safety may be compromised

e Refuge model of congregate living is not appropriate for larger families, those with
male teenagers, and those with other vulnerabilities which may be more challenging to
manage in a communal setting particularly where the risk to young children must be
considered

e The refuge is no longer fit for purpose due to it's configuration

e The safe houses are all family units and are therefore inaccessible/unaffordable to
single people on benefits as they are subject to the Spare Room Subsidy (Bedroom
Tax). Torbay HB has considered DWP guidance and does not consider these units to
be exempt from the tax.

e The changing nature of support needs for this client group

As a result of the ongoing poor utilisation the refuge is being decommissioned and re-provided
in the form of further dispersed units, some of these will be one bedroom units or shared flats
to facilitate access by single people fleeing domestic abuse.

It should also be noted that the utilisation figure for the safe houses is skewed by a very low
figure in quarter 3 as a result of maintenance work being undertaken on some of the
properties.

Indicator 5 monitors those clients who obtain safe and secure accommodation when leaving
the service, and this remains very high.

In terms of trends the number of clients achieving secure accommodation by year has been
increasing

2015/16 97.3%
2016/17 98.7%
2017/18 99.7%

A commissioning options appraisal is ongoing to inform the future re-commissioning of
domestic abuse services for when the current contract expires.

Young Devon

Indicator 6 is the utilisation of accommodation.

4
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Individual supported lodgings placements with host families:

2015/16 (qtr 2to 4 only due to new service started) 93.2%
2016/17 89.5%
2017/18 90.5%

2017/18 figures skewed by lower figures in quarters 1 and 2 (in the 80s) but improved and
above 95% in quarters 3 and 4 as more host families were recruited. Supported lodgings
utilisation can be negatively impacted by the needs of the young person and the hosts
available (ie, they may be working all day and the young person needs support in the daytime
because they are out of education; or the host family may already have one young person
placed with them and a matching process must take place to ensure compatibility before
accepting a new young person). The support needs of some young people are sometimes
higher than the skills of the available hosts however the provider is continually recruiting new
hosts with an aptitude to support those with more complex support needs.

The percentage of young people leaving the service who achieved or maintained independent
living or further independence:

2015/16 82.1%
2016/17 73%
2017/18 93%

Lower figures represents the level of complexity of some of the young people in the service.
Improvements reflect the increased skills of the hosts working in the service, rather than a
reduction in complexity.

Torbay Foyer

The Service was remodelled during Quarter 3 (September to December 2017) from supported
accommodation for young homeless people to a traditional Foyer service supporting young
people into education, training and employment, although some of these young people will
have been homeless or at risk of homelessness as well.

Quarter 1 to 3 2017/18 75%
Quarter 4 93.8%

Supported Living and Extra Care

Indicator 7 will be the number of people entering supported living this data will only be
available for 18/19.

Indicators 8 and 9 are the number of people who have moved in extra care and the number
of the waiting list. This data is taken from NHS data.

Homelessness

Indicator 10 Rough sleeper count is the number of rough sleepers recorded in the official
MCHLG count. This is an annual count, undertaken in November, although for some years
estimates were used. This data provides a snapshot and the trend is of trend of rising
numbers. This increase reflects what can be seen in Torbay and nationally. This is a key
issue for government who have pledged to end rough sleeping within 10 years. The

5
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implementation of the Housing First approach for those with the most complex needs and the
MCHLG funding for interventions in this year should result in a reduction of these numbers
going forward.

Indicator 11 Rough sleeping rate per 1000 households, enables comparison and shows
Torbay has a higher level of rough sleeping compared to national and the CIPFA group.

Indicators 12 and 13 relate to the number of households accepted as being homeless and in
priority need. This data is taken from the P1E data returns provided to central government
showing those households found to be both at risk of homelessness and in priority need.
Indicator 12 is the number of households and Indicator 13 the rate per 1000 households,
both shows an upward trend. Torbay has a higher level of households accepted as homeless
when compared both nationally and with the CIPFA group. It is expected that this number will
reduce as more emphasis is placed on homelessness prevention under the HRA duties.

The intended shift from accepting of a homelessness duty to increased work on prevention is
like to see these numbers increase reflecting changes in working practices and HRA duty
which applied to everyone, not just those with a local connection and/or in priority need.
Wales saw a 50% increase in presentations following the HRA duties. Recruitment is
underway to increase capacity and prevention should be cheaper than housing a households
under the homelessness duty. The current IT is no longer fit for purpose and is being
replaced by h-click. This allocates specific reference numbers to each case, allowing
progress through the system to be tracked. This will enable a more granular level of data
analysis to be undertaken, informing more targeting interventions and spend.

Homelessness Prevention

Indicators 14 and 15 relate to homelessness prevention with Indicator 14 showing the
number of households in temporary accommodation and Indicator 15 the rate per 1000
households to enable comparison. This data is also taken from the P1E data returns provided
to central government. It should be noted there is considerable seasonality to the need for
temporary accommodation with notable increases for young people in the summer, and DV
survivors in January. Again the shift to prevention and early intervention under HRA duties
should see this number reduce over time.

Care leavers

Indicators 18 and 19 relate to Care Leavers. It has been difficult to identify the KPI for such a
wide ranging service. Indicator 18 shows the number of clients who left Young Devon
supported lodgings who are or have been looked after/in care.

Care leavers (up to the age of 21) are one of the categories that result in a priority need being
identified, information is provided in the P1E returns to central government about those in
priority need because they are care leavers. However this data must be treated with some
caution and only one of reason for pority need can be recorded on the system. The recording
of other factors such as having dependent children or mental health issues would take
preference over recording the care leaver reasons for being in priority need. A more
appropriate and reliable indicator is needed for Indicator 19. The h-click system with its
unique reference number should enable better monitoring of care leavers and their outcomes
through the housing options systems

Housing Register
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Indicator 20 shows the level of demand for affordable housing in Torbay Council and in the
total number of households in housing need (Bands A-D). The Council no longer includes
people assessed as Band E (no housing need) on the list, and this change is approach
explains the steep reduction shown in the trend, that has now stabilised.

Adult Social Care Outcomes Framework Indicators

This data is taken from the ASCOF are indictors which are part of the indictors the contract
between the Council and NHS Foundation Trust and Devon Partnerships Trust. This includes
performance indicators set by government

Indicator 21 (ASC-1G) is the proportion of adults with learning disabilities who live in their
own home or with their family. The Foundation Trust delivers this service and reports back
nationally, and to the Social Care Program Board. The results shows Torbay performs well
as we are above national average and we would expect this high performance to continue.

Indicator 22 (ASC-1H) is the proportion of adults in contact with secondary mental health
services who live independently, with or without support. This data shows downward trend
although this reflects an issue with reporting rather than a failure service. The issues leading
to this are being addressed and so we would expect improved figures going forward due to
better reporting. In addition there is a new framework which ensure all clients who live is
supported living accommodation will have settled accommodation status. This will also lead to
increased performance in this KPI. As of July 2018 performance is 54.2%, which is
comparable with the 2017/18 indicating the service is performing well and issues affecting the
reporting have been addressed.

Dashboard Two: Housing Standards, Aids and Adaptations

Housing Standards

Indicator 23 refers to the number of licensed HMOs (houses in multiple occupation) in
Torbay. There are 3 distinct types of licensing scheme, one mandatory and two discretionary.
Torbay Council only delivers the Mandatory Licensing scheme. Pre-October this scheme was
limited in Torbay to between 70-80 properties achieving a licence however on 1st October the
scope of the scheme will be expanded by national legislation. As only certain types of HMO'’s
are licensable, Indicator 23 is not a measure of the number of HMO'’s in Torbay, just those
obtaining a licence.

In the absence of a national, compulsory Landlord Registration scheme it is difficult to
establish accurate data relating to the number of HMO’s in Torbay.

Torbay Council is obliged to keep a list of all the HMO'’s it licences. Indicator 23 is therefore a
specific measurement of how many have been licenced, it does not however quantify how
many ought to be.

HMOs provide necessary accommodation especially following Housing Benefit reforms
however they also house the most vulnerable in society. The presence of a high number of
HMOs in Torbay would suggest a housing shortage, a low-wage, high dependency society
and a heightened level of risk to health and wellbeing from such property.
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Indicator 24 refers to the number of enforcement actions undertaken by Torbay Council. Such
actions are taken when officers are not satisfied that an informal approach will be successful
in a suitable timescale.

This indicator demonstrates that Torbay Council are actively enforcing and can be used when
compared with number of inspections, to consider landlord’s attitudes to compliance. In
isolation it cannot demonstrate quality of service.

Indicator 25 refers to the number of long term vacant dwellings (6+ months). Long term
vacant dwellings are a wasted opportunity particularly when good quality accommodation is at
a premium. Often there is an complex issue affecting the ability of an owner to bring a property
back into use i.e. property trapped in probate, condition so poor that renovation is
unachievable, emotional attachment due to family connection.

Torbay Council has delivered programs of work in the recent past to bring back into use
property where a solution has been achievable through partnership working such as private

sector leasing schemes or enforced sale procedures. Such work continues on a case by case
basis.

Disabled Facilities Grants (DFGs)

Indicator 26 is the Number of completed cases which give an idea of the demand on the
service.

Indicator 27 Actual annual spend on DFGs

Indicator 28 % spent of the annual DFG budget
Community Equipment

Indicator 29 details the number of different clients served

Dashboard Three: Housing Delivery and Planning

5 Year Land Supply

Indicator 30 shows whether or not the Council has a five year land supply. Under planning
requirements, having a five year land supply is important for decision making on planning
applications, as without one the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. In
practice this means greater weight is given to the need for development when coming to a
planning judgement on the suitability of a site, which means schemes on unallocated site, or
planned for development later on in the plan period are more likely to be granted planning
permission.

The calculations of the five year supply requires an assessment of the deliverability of housing
sites, and sets this against the Local Plan requirements for number of new houses required in
the plan period, and on an annual basis. To be considered “deliverable” there needs to be a
realistic prospect of the site being built out within 5 years. The assessment therefore includes
some elements of judgement, and as such can be subject to debate. More detailed
information about the issues around the calculation of the Five Year Housing Land Supply was

8
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presented to Housing Committee in June 2018. For 2017/18 the Council can only
demonstrate 4.2 year land supply.

A Council either has a five year land supply or it doesn’t. The answer is a simple yes or no,
and the requirement/target is to have a one at all times. Under the new NPPF Housing
Delivery Test, where housing delivery has fallen below 95% of the local planning authority’s
housing requirement over the previous three years, a planning authority should prepare an
action plan in line with national planning guidance, to assess the causes of under delivery and
identify actions to increase delivery in future years.

Torbay has currently delivered around 88% of the housing numbers (which include market and
affordable housing) that should have delivered over the last three years. This triggers the
need to prepare an Action Plan, but does not trigger some of the more punitive measures that
a lower level of housing delivery would result in. Work on the assessment of 2018/19 position
is already well under way. There will be a consultation on the 2018/19 figure (when the NPPF
has been finalised).

Housing Delivery

Indicator 31 relates to how much development is on brownfield land, versus greenfield land.
Planning policy seeks to encourage the re-use of brownfield land. This is also a key objective
in order to deliver our regeneration agenda, particularly for the Town Centres. Although the
data indicates a decreasing amount of delivery of brownfield site this is likely to reflect the
stage we are at in the Local Plan production cycle, with some of the larger greenfield
allocation now coming forward, as expected. Brownfield sites are usually more complex to
develop in relation to issues such as contamination etc. They are also likely to have a higher
existing use value, which can impact on development viability, and are often smaller, many
falling below the threshold for affordable housing requirements. The reuse of brownfield land
continues to remain a priority both within planning guidance and the work of the Council and
TDA.

Indicators 32-36 relate to the delivery of Affordable Housing. The TDA have a target is to
deliver 75 units a year set out in the Council’s Housing strategy. Indicator 32 is the total
number of affordable homes delivered, and it represents the sum of indicators 33-36 which
breaks down affordable housing into its different parts. Indicator 33 is the number of housing
delivered for social rent. Indictor 34 those delivered for intermediate rent. Indicator 35 those
for shared ownership and Indicator 36 has been added to enable monitoring of new other
products defined as affordable in the new NPPF included rent to own products and the new
version of ‘starter homes’.
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Table 1: Affordable Housing Delivery in Torbay over time by type

Affordable housing- tenure types

200
150
_ |
100
50
.
o . - - -—
2008/09 200910 2010/11 20011712 2012713 201314 200415 2015/16 200617 2017/18
® Socal rent Shared ownership B Intermediate rent

As can be seen from the table above the level of affordable housing delivery has fluctuated
over time. To some extent this is to be expected and reflects the length of time developments
take to be built out. Delivery of development is affected by many things including the
economic cycle, availability of development finance and the securing of planning permissions.
As such planning is only one contributing factor to housing, and affordable housing delivery.
Under our affordable housing policies not all sites are required to contribute affordable
housing, with large greenfield site required to contribute the most, up to 30%, but always
subject to viability. The economic downtown led to many scheme arguing for reduced
affordable housing contributions. Recent changes to national planning policy should help to
reduce the need to re-negotiations and reductions of affordable housing on viability grounds,
as policy makers and developers are expected to consider this in the land value and as part
of their development risk.

The higher number of affordable housing completions in 13/14 is down to two developments
on Council land (112 units) and the re-development of RP sites (82 units), all of which were
non S106 sites. These higher figures continued in 14/15 was due to a large number of
completions at Hayes Rd (101) which is an extra care scheme built on Council Land.

The target of 75 is expected to be exceeded in 18/19 with AH completions at Primrose Hill,
Wall Park, White Rock and Alfriston Rd.

Looking past 18/19 and there is likely to be a slowing once again because whilst there are
sites with planning permission and an on- site affordable housing provision at White Rock,
Devonshire Park and Hollacombe the latter two sites have stalled and are currently showing
no signs of starting on site. As with all cases whereby the affordable is provided through a
S106 there is a real reliance on the speed of which the development is built.
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Further pipeline projects which are still to gain planning permission but where affordable
housing will be provided on site are Luscombe Lane (14 affordable), Collaton St Mary (29),
Inglewood (121) Hatfield House (50) and Yalberton Rd (58).

Care should be taken when assessing housing development against an annual figure. The
Local Plan considers housing in five year periods, with the expectation under-delivery in some
year could be compensated for in others plan considered housing targets. It is the overall
trend that it important, and if this is not meeting the Local Plan’s requirement it is expected
that plans will be put in place to address this under-delivery.

The new National Planning Policy Framework, published in July 2018 and the new Housing
Delivery Test which applies from November places further emphasis on the new for Torbay
council to able to demonstrate a five year land supply. Work is underway to assess the
implications of the changes to national policy and housing requirement calculations on the five
year land supply in Torbay.

Appendix B: Annual Dashboards
2017/18 Annual Dashboard One: Commissioned Services, Homelessness and Housing

2017/18 Annual Dashboard Two: Housing Standards, Aids and Adaptations
2017/18 Annual Dashboard Three: Housing Delivery and Planning
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26 abed

Annex One: Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework Dashboards

Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework Dashboard One: Commissioned Services, Homelessness and Housing

v

b

L d

ID . Time . L Who provides England value/ | Comparator group | RAG
Target [Indicator Value ) Where this information is kept| . Trend - - . Comments
number period information comparison* |value/ comparison*| rating
Commissioned services
Leonard Stocks Centre
_— . Performance returns sentto | Commissioned
1 95% |Utilisation of accommodation 95.0% 2017/18 . X N/A N/A
Commissioners service
™ h Total berof di % of th - c ssioned Contract started during
) 250% roug put (Tota n‘um er of clients as a % of the 406.7% | 2017/18 e ormance‘re'Furns sent to ommls‘s|one N/A N/A 2015/16 5o first trend point
capacity of the service) Commissioners service
not a full year of data
% who obtain stable settled accommodation- upon Performance returns sentto | Commissioned
3 65% . 63.0% 2017/18 L . N/A N/A
departure from the service Commissioners service
Torbay Domestic Abuse Service
L . Performance returns sentto | Commissioned
4 95% |Utilisation of accommodation 61.3% 2017/18 . X N/A N/A
Commissioners service
Obtain safe and secure accommodation- upon departure Performance returns sentto | Commissioned
5 100% . 99.7% 2017/18 L . N/A N/A
from the service Commissioners service
Young Devon
L Contract started during
o ) Performance returns sentto | Commissioned . -
6 95% |Utilisation of accommodation 90.5% 2017/18 . X N/A N/A 2015/16 so first trend point
Commissioners service
not a full year of data
Supported living
. Number entering supported livin See Data available from 2018/19,
gsupp € comment not 2017/18
Extra care housing
8 Number moved into Extra Care Housing 18 2017/18 | Torbay and South Devon NHS Foundation Trust | Not meaningful trend- N/A N/A 19in 2016/17 >
only 2 full years of
9 Number on the waiting list for Extra Care Housing 9 31-Mar-18 | Torbay and South Devon NHS Foundation Trust | data. See comment N/A N/A Under 5 on list on 31 Mar &)
Homelessness -
Rough sleeper count 9
. Autumn . X
10 Number (some years were estimates) 24 2017 https://www.gov.uk/governm | Local Authority N/A N/A -
ent/statistical-data-sets/live-
Autumn
11 Rate per 1,000 households 0.39 - tables-on-homelessness Local Authority \/ 0.20 | Higher [ 0.17 Higher
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ID Time Who provides England value/ | Comparator grou RAG
Target |Indicator Value . Where this information is kept| . P . Trend € . */ ° g. p* . Comments
number period information comparison* |value/ comparison*| rating
Accepted as homeless and in priority need
12 Number 190 2017/18 | https://www.gov.uk/governm | Local Authority \/_// N/A N/A
ent/statistical-data-sets/live-
13 Number per 1,000 households 3.09 | 2017/18 | tebles-on-homelessness | |qca) Authority v_// 2.41 |Higher| 148 | Higher
Households accommodated by the authority
14 Number of households in temporary accommodation 67 31-Mar-18 | https://www.gov.uk/governm | Local Authority /\/’_\ N/A N/A
ent/statistical-data-sets/live-
15 Number per 1,000 households 1.09 |31-Mar-18| !ables-on-homelessness Local Authority W 3.40 | Lower | 0.64 higher
Cases of homelessness prevention
16 Number 272 2017/18 | https://www.gov.uk/governm | Local Authority \/\ N/A N/A
ent/statistical-data-sets/live-
17 Rate per 1,000 households 4.42 2017/18 tables-on-homelessness Local Authority \\/—\ 8.49 | Lower 6.04 Lower
Care leavers
Number of clients who left Young Devon supported Performance returns sentto | Commissioned [Not meaningful trend- ) .
18 . . 10 2017/18 L X N/A N/A 12 clients in 2016/17
lodgings who are or have been looked after/in care Commissioners service only 2 full yrs of data
See Envisaged to be available
19 Housing Options indicator related to care leavers Local Authorit Local Authorit N/A N/A
e op comment ¥ ¥ / / for 2018/19
Housing register
Households registered with Devon Home Choice
https: .devonhomechoi [ Devon Home
20 Number of households in housing need (Bands A-D) 1,073 03-Apr-18 ps://www ,V N I v . N/A N/A Quarterly trend
ce.com/useful-information-0 Choice
Adult social care outcomes framework indicators
ASC-1G: The proportion of adults with learning https://digital.nhs.uk/data- | Torbay & South Not
(o)
21 75%  |disabilities who live in their own home or with their 77.1% 2016/17 and- Devon NHS 76.2% different 82.3% Lower
family information/publications/clini [Foundation Trust
ASC-1H**: Proportion of adults in contact with secondary cal-indicators/adult-social- Mental Health Not See ** below for reasons to
22 mental health services who live independently, with or 39% 2016/17 care-outcomes-framework- R 54% calcu- N/A K R R
. Services Data Set view values with caution
without support ascof/current lated

* - Higher- Torbay value is statistically significantly higher than the England/Comparator group (CIPFA) value

- Lower- Torbay value is statistically significantly lower than the England/Comparator group (CIPFA) value

- Not different- Torbay value is not statistically significantly different to the England/Comparator (CIPFA) value

- Not calculated-

No statistical significance calculated

** Central Government suspended ASC-1H in 2016/17 due to issues with completeness & quality of the data. Caution should be taken when comparing 2015/16 and 2016/17 figures with previous years due to changes in the dataset
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Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework Dashboard Two: Housing Standards, Aids and Adaptations

ID

Time

England

Comparator

RAG

Target |Indicator Value . Where this information is kept Who provides information Trend . _|Comments
number period value | grpvalue [rating
Housing standards
Number of licensed HMOs (houses in
23 . R ( 75 Apr-2018 | http://www.torbay.gov.uk/registers Local Authority N/A N/A
multiple occupation)
Number of enforcement actions- . X
24 . . 33 2017/18 Local Authority Local Authority N/A N/A
housing notices served
X https://www.gov.uk/government/st
Number of long term vacant dwellings . - X
25 1,085 | Oct-2017 | atistical-data-sets/live-tables-on- Local Authority N/A N/A
(6+ months) - - -
dwelling-stock-including-vacants
Disabled Facilities Grants (DFGs)
26 Number of completed cases 168 2017/18 N/A N/A 137 cases in 2016/17
Two years of data
) Local Authority and Aster y. .
27 Actual annual spend on DFGs £954,000| 2017/18 Local Authority Livin provided. See N/A N/A £877,000in 2016/17
& comments
28 % spent of the annual DFG budget 95% 2017/18 N/A N/A 88% in 2016/17
Community equipment
29 Number of different clients served 3,818 | 2017/18 Provided by the commissioned service \ N/A N/A
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Housing Monitoring and Performance Framework Dashboard Three: Housing Delivery and Planning

ID . Time Where this Who provides England | Comparator| RAG
Target [Indicator Value R . L X . Trend X Comments
number period | information is kept information value grp value | rating
5 year land supply
30 Syears |5yearland supply 4.2 years | 2017/18 Local Authority- Planning N/A N/A
Delivery
31 % of sites delivered that are brownfield 59% 2017/18 Local Authority- Planning /_\\ N/A N/A
32 75 Number of affordable homes delivered (gross) 26 2017/18 Torbay Development Agency "’\/\_\ N/A N/A
Number of affordable homes delivered- Social
33 - rent 5 2017/18 Torbay Development Agency N/A N/A
Number of affordable homes delivered-
34 - ) 7 2017/18 Torbay Development Agency N/A N/A
Intermediate rent
Number of affordable homes delivered-
35 - . 14 2017/18 Torbay Development Agency N/A N/A
Shared ownership
36 i Number of affordable homes delivered- N/A Torbay Development Agency N/A N/A N/A

Other*

* Other-To reflect new NPPF definition going forward
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