
 
 

 
 

 
Funding Supported Housing - response to DWP/DCLG consultation. 

 
Our Views in a nut-shell 
 

 We have concerns that funding will be directed on the basis of ‘statutory 
duty’ groups and as a means of subsidising support costs; the ring fence 

should be not only financial but also based on clear definitions. 
 There are some client groups where support commissioning should confer an 

automatic guarantee of top up funding 

 The focus of commissioning should be local, perhaps using devolved regional 
administrations where appropriate, and should use existing support 

commissioning bodies to drive it wherever possible 
 Measures such as Social Return on Investment should provide a national 

benchmark for outcomes. These should also be aligned to support 

commissioning outcomes. 
 Whilst supporting devolution to local commissioning we also recognise the 

need for national guidance, particularly so for core protections for particular 
client groups and services 

 Our experience of Supporting People leaves us nervous of assurances of ring 

fencing that meets all assessed needs. Those assurances will need to be 
realistic, honest but also watertight. 

 Short term accommodation funding should be made direct to landlords and 
relate to the unit, not the client. 

 

Who are we? 
 

We are based in Bath and we own and manage about 13,000 rented and low 
cost home ownership properties throughout the South West region. Almost 2000 
of these are homes that are linked to some form of support, ranging from 

sheltered and extra care housing for older people to intensive support service for 
young people. Mostly we provide the support ourselves, but in some cases the 

support is provided by others, and the issue of the funding for supported 
housing becomes even more acute.  

 
Introduction 
 

We recognise the increasing complexities and inconsistencies of the current 
regime and the need for a change. We support the principle that funding is 

devolved in the way proposed, and we welcome the recognition that the 
consultation paper makes of the importance of this funding to the long term 



sustainability and success of supported housing. Our response to the 
consultation is made in that context, and in our response we seek to address the 

questions posed in the consultation. 
 

Detailed response 
 
Introduction 

 
We feel that there is urgency for greater certainty around this form of funding. 

Since the advent of Supporting People (which was originally intended to address 
it) it’s been seen as a ‘top up’ and as transitory, and this adds to the uncertainty 
that surrounds much support provision. That uncertainty is leading to schemes 

closing at the moment and new schemes are perceived as very high risk. 
 

Alongside cuts to Supporting People budgets, and the increasing needs of 
vulnerable people, this creates a perfect storm for much supported housing. 
 

The immediate impacts on, for example, the NHS that result from reductions in 
supported housing options are self evident; extra care provision in freeing 

hospital beds and support for those with mental health or substance abuse 
issues in avoiding A&E admissions are just two. 

 
 
Fair access to funding 

 
There should be some form of automatic or guaranteed top up for certain types 

of accommodation or client groups – Extra Care being one example – where 
there are obvious benefits to the national purse and where the commissioning of 
the support ensures that the benefit of the scheme locally has been considered 

and recognised. 
 

We certainly have concerns about groups of people outside the statutory duty 
definitions and whilst we would suggest that a review of, and extension to, those 
statutory duty groups form part of this review, we are also conscious that local 

authorities are already at breaking point in meeting their current statutory 
duties. This underlines the point (below) about the need to make the ring fence 

around this funding absolute and guaranteed. 
 
Our fears around the current climate for local authorities are also that there will 

be a temptation to seek to use the top up funding to fund support. We know that 
there are many grey areas between support and supported housing: we’ve seen 

commissioners and local authorities engineer that greyness to re-establish 
current levels of housing related support costs away from ‘support’ and towards 
HB. There is potential for the same to happen in reverse. 

 
Although we have no direct knowledge of this as an organisation, we wonder 

whether there are any risks for schemes where support is provided voluntarily. 
These schemes may not be ‘commissioned’ or funded in the traditional way and  
risk being under the radar. They may be reliant on housing related costs alone. 

 
 

 



Clarifying expectations for local roles and responsibilities 
 

This should be seen as an opportunity: it would be a mistake (and costly) to 
establish yet another planning and commissioning body. An existing body should 

be used: either by extending the remit of one (eg Supporting People) or by 
devolving funding to all existing commissioners. We certainly support the 
premise that experienced commissioners understand the market place locally 

and are best placed to prioritise and understand the impacts of supported 
housing as a key preventative tool. 

 
We also see this as an opportunity for devolved regional administrations, and 
think that their role in taking devolved health and housing budgets will 

increasingly support then in playing a key role. This is something that will need 
to be kept under review. 

 
 
Further arrangements to provide oversight and assurance that housing services 

provide value for money and good outcomes. 
 

Commissioning arrangements might include Social Return on Investment 
measures for all supported housing. This could drive, for example, prevention of 

residential care use, A&E attendances, prevention of homelessness, and 
prevention of escalation to statutory services. In this way value for money could 
be demonstrated nationally for all supported housing outcomes. 

 
There should also be alignment with other commissioning decisions. Some 

support commissioning decisions are cost based, and some are needs based. 
Where the latter is the case then those outcomes should be aligned to decisions 
about the funding of supported housing. 

 
 

Local flexibility and provider certainty 
 
We have referred above to the value and knowledge of local commissioners and 

for that reason we would not support the creation of a national commissioning 
framework. However, we do recognise the need for consistency and for enabling 

funding to be distributed and used in a consistent and fair way, and we would 
support national guidelines around some key indicators, and particularly around 
protections for both client groups and services. 

 
Our greatest concern is that the process that we are now in, and about which 

this consultation seeks views, sounds remarkably similar in many ways to that 
which took place 10 years ago when Supporting People took on the funding of 
many of the support services we provide. Our experience since, of ring fences 

being removed and funding being cut does very little to provide confidence for 
the future of supported housing funding. 

 
With that in mind we feel that the guarantees given on the ring fence and on 
funding need to be absolute and watertight. That might be possible only to a 

certain point, but if that’s not done honestly and with a guarantee of a 
reasonable future funding stream then those uncertainties and risks  that are 

leading to current closures will not go away. 



 
Additionally, in the shorter term we believe that there should be transitional 

funding protection for existing schemes. 
 

 
Short term accommodation 
 

Short term accommodation for young vulnerable people, and for families with 
children, should be differentiated and the nature of the accommodation 

described differently. For example a direct access hostel might require 
accommodation up to a year, whereas for a Foyer serving young people it might 
be 2 years. 

 
Funding outside UC should be provided direct to the supported housing landlord 

in the form of a permanently ring fenced grant for each scheme. It can be linked 
to the accommodation unit and not to the person, who often transitions through 
a scheme before a full UC claim is finalised. 

 
Ends 

  
 

Please contact: David Clarke, Head of Policy & Research. 
david.clarke@curo-group.co.uk 
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