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1) Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction

This Strategy is concerned with SP funded housing-related support services for people experiencing domestic violence and takes a pragmatic approach to issue resolution.

Most cases of domestic violence occur where violence is done by men towards women. And for many, domestic violence is a significant contributor to their becoming homeless. Many women stay in abusive relationships for a long time and it is only when the violence has increased that help is sought. 

Domestic violence cuts across the responsibilities of a large number of organisations and there are a variety of statutory duties associated with the response. For support services the main intervention priority is to increase the safety and protection of women and children. Housing related support may be just one of a variety of responses.

Access to a service may be needed immediately and the victim may move. Nationally there is insufficient refuge provision for women but this is not something that this Strategy on its own can address.

It has proved difficult to secure hard data for the review but advantage has been taken of relevant publications.

1.2 The current situation in West London – SP funded services

In 2005/6 the seven West London SP AAs in total spent £2,587,448 on local housing related support services for women experiencing domestic violence – 3.9% of the grant spent in the sub-Region. The following services are present:

Refuges - 129 units

Other accommodation-based services – 48 units

Floating support – 166 units

Resettlement/Outreach – 6 units
The most common age of those commencing services was 31. For every 100 service users there were a further 85 dependants - though 34% of users had no dependants. 19% of users had a recorded secondary support need. Mental health or ‘complex needs’ featured most significantly.

The cost of services range from £8 to over £400/unit/week. The hourly rate varies from £4 to £32. Several services had high staff:service user ratios. In practice staffing levels ranged from 55 - 128%.

There have been high levels of accommodation use. Many of those rejected by refuges were housed in temporary LA accommodation. 

Local issues identified by Providers and Service Users are:

· issues around women presenting with complex needs

· the problem of women with no recourse to public funds

· refuges not accommodating households with older boys

Service Users said that they valued the range of provision and particularly specialist support and accommodation-based facilities. They saw the most important support need to be services for children, support in accessing work and support for women with mental health problems; or alcohol or drug use problems.

1.3) Services other than housing-related support.
SP-associated services to people experiencing domestic violence include:

· housing-related support services not funded by SP

· telephone advice

· drop-in services

· Sanctuary schemes

· Telecare-type services

· other welfare services

1.4) Current Plans

A West London SP Strategy was produced in 2005 and identified a need for a strategy specific to people experiencing domestic violence.  Since, individual AAs have made their own plans to meet the needs of those experiencing domestic violence – and many of these have been implemented.

Each Authority has a separate Strategy and an Action Plan just for domestic violence. 
1.5) Issues:
West London authorities spend more on domestic violence services for women than elsewhere in London and a case can be made for less spend on this sector in the sub-Region. If a no-change Strategy were to be agreed there would be a risk that:

· services would not be strategically relevant

· services would be inconsistent

· there will be gaps in service that should be able to be met
Referrals can come from a wide range of sources. Whilst not SP funded, a variety of services are necessary to tease out the need for housing-related support. 

With a wide range of prospective individual disabilities that women experiencing domestic violence just might present with, there are difficulties in planning for them.
There are particular issues for very young women who may find access to and exit from housing-related support services more difficult. Most refuges will accommodate sons only up to early teenage.

Local Authorities have a Gender Equality Duty. The case for dedicated adult male provision did not appear to be evidenced though there may be a need for some limited provision for gay men.

In London over a quarter of contracts for housing related support to those experiencing domestic violence are for BME women. However local evidence suggests that additional dedicated services are not a high priority. But there is support for more focussed provision.

Many women not able to make recourse to public funds are refused access to services.

There is evidence of unmet need for women experiencing mental health problems; also those with drug or alcohol issues. However it appears that some Providers could more successfully accommodate women with complex needs. Research into and prioritization of unmet needs, and how in particular they are best met by supported accommodation, is an area requiring some further work.
The appropriate general service response for people experiencing domestic violence -  – accommodation-based provision versus floating support or specialist versus generalist support for example - is not clear.  A number of housing-related support services are accommodation based. Several big problems can arise if these are changed. This builds in a presumption to retain accommodation-based services in their current accommodation. There are aspects of accommodation that can make for more successful service provision. There appears to be scope to introduce more telecare.

Funding from statutory sources can well-compliment housing-related support services – eg for children’s work and therapeutic interventions.

Some Users seem to be residing in accommodation-based support for a long time and there are move-on issues. Service Users need clear and realistic timescale expectations of refuge residence. Floating support should normally be delivered in the expectation that it is only short-term.

There may be a case for particular local service configurations.
Strategies and Plans regarding those experiencing domestic violence are not well-linked.

1.6) Future projections
The Building for All model suggests that in West London there is under-provision of supported accommodation but it does not calculate local over-provision. More work is needed by individual authorities in order to fine-tune the model. Some individual authorities have particularly large dedicated floating support services.

There is a concern that when SP becomes integrated into Local Area Agreements non-local need will not be given appropriate recognition.

1.7) Generating and assessing strategic options
It was thought that:

· there is some limited need for more accommodation-based provision

· there should be less floating support

· there is scope to secure reduced expenditure

· better move-on would increase performance

It was noted that rapid contract changes can lead to sector instability.

1.8) The strategy
The following is proposed: 

· that less housing-related support services should be provided on a floating support mode of delivery. 

· a refuge for women with complex needs might need to be provided: Research into and prioritization of unmet needs requires further work.
· that minor changes can be appropriate to supported accommodation

· that there should be more for those without recourse to public funds

· that refuge users should be expected to move on within 12 months of residence

· that where appropriate, Providers should be more encouraged to secure non-SP funding; councils should offer it

· that efficiency savings may be secured through better deployment of staff

· that domestic violence strategies and plans should be more joined-up with SP strategies and plans
· that a Multi Area Agreement which refers to domestic violence be established

Some operational matters are also recommended.
1.9) Taking the strategy forward
A need for new work-streams arises if the Strategy is agreed. A new council Project may be the most efficient means of implementing many of them.

2) Background

In March 2005 the seven West London local authorities produced a Strategy for Supporting People (SP) and in that context included plans for the subsequent five years that would enable it to be implemented. These plans included a series of strategic reviews. This strategic review is the second one and was undertaken in 2006-7.

3) Introduction

3.1) Domestic violence – the need

Domestic violence can be defined in different ways – see Appendix 1.

Shelter found that 40% of all homeless women stated domestic violence as a contributor to their homelessness.

The majority of cases of domestic violence occur where the violence is done by men towards women with whom they have, or have had, an intimate relationship. In addition it is women who are more likely to experience repeat victimisation and post-separation abuse, and to suffer. Research suggests that 1 in 4 women experience domestic violence at some point in their lives and it accounts for 23% of reported crime. Women are also more likely to have responsibility for any dependant children.

Women sometimes stay in abusive relationships for years without seeking help from statutory or voluntary agencies. It is once the violence has increased to a point that serious harm is experienced that many attempt to seek help or leave the relationship. Once women have reached such a crisis point some feel forced to leave their homes. During various periods they may also have a need for housing-related support and access to emergency accommodation

Whilst the experience of domestic violence varies little across socio-economic groups, those who experience particular problems include:

· those from BME groups

· women subject to immigration legislation

· travellers

· lesbians, bisexual and transgendered women

· disabled women

· women with mental health problems

· older women

· young women

· pregnant women

· sex-workers

· women who misuse alcohol or drugs

· gay men

3.2) Domestic violence – the response

Domestic violence cuts across the responsibilities of a large number of organisations including the police, the courts, local authority’s adult social care, children’s and housing’s functions and health services. In addition voluntary organisations are seen as having roles to play.

There are a variety of local statutory duties associated with the response to the needs of people experiencing domestic violence. For example police authorities are required to deal with criminal aspects of violence whilst councils have obligations to address issues arising for children and also occasionally housing; there is the expectation that the support needs of victims are also responded to. Further – there are a range of best value performance indicators. The wide-ranging statutory remit, performance expectations and the resultant strategies see support as just one element of responses.

3.3 Types of support

For support services the main intervention priority is to increase the safety and protection of women and children. Support offered aims to increase choices and build on the coping strategies of individuals The range of services identified as important to women in enabling them to address the impact of domestic violence includes:

· information, advice and advocacy

· health and medical treatment, emotional support, and support with substance misuse problems

· legal justice and protection under criminal and civil law

· safe suitable accommodation, both in the immediate, short and long-term.

· safe arrangements for the care, protection, education and health needs of children and young people

· financial and practical support

· help to reach and sustain long-term independence.

· housing-related support

3.4) Domestic violence and housing-related support

There are a variety of services available to people experiencing domestic violence - also accommodation-based responses - and some offer support. Some households experiencing domestic violence need housing and/or support – either to make it possible for them to remain safely in their home or to support them if they feel forced to move to alternative accommodation. Not all support provided in a housing context however is eligible for SP grant.

SP funded services for people experiencing domestic violence – a subset of the community safety agenda for SP - are numerically and financially one of the smallest sectors of the programme. For example, they generally represent less than 4% of total programme spend. See Appendix 2.

Access to a service may be needed immediately – and may require the victim to move, sometimes a long distance. Sometimes there is a tension between the need for swift removal – eg because of expected recurrence of violence - and the need to stay put – eg because of the need for stability

It is believed that nationally there is not sufficient direct-access supported accommodation. The London Council’s 2007 study, for example, says that 27% of councils may not be meeting minimum statutory provision, and there is anecdotal evidence of an increasing prevalence of violence (though this could also be due to better recording). However, this sub-regional strategy is not tasked to embrace the national agenda and to an extent, therefore, must accept the (inadequate) capacity of refuges in the sub-region as a ‘given’; also that access to them should remain open and not be constrained. All existing local refuges are truly cross-authority provision – and this was reflected in the fact that the former ODPM designated them as ring-fenced services, requiring their engagement if any individual SP Administrative Authority’s (AAs) service review were likely to result in an adverse outcome. The sector is unusual in that service users in supported accommodation are mainly ‘non-host’ and indeed many will come from well outside of the sub-region.

The range of relevant services that have been developed in recent years in West London are now broadly dispersed across the sub-region. There has been some ‘fine-tuning’ of these services. However a strategic review – and response to it - is over-due

3.5) The strategic review

The aim of the review was  ‘…..to establish whether the West London administering authorities have the right profile of SP services to meet sub-regional needs for people experiencing domestic violence. Whilst the review will identify unmet need and priorities for future development, it will also seek to explore where there may be duplication of services and the need to remodel or decommission arises’. 

The Project Group to undertake the review were formed of the following members:

· a SP Lead Officer – who acted as the Project Manager

· SP Team staff – one from most but not all of the West London local authorities

· at least one council’s domestic violence co-ordinator

Seeking to come to a view that would be satisfactory for most stakeholders, and recognising the nature of the ‘external environment’, the group at an early stage set itself some ‘ground rules’, including:

· not taking a blank-canvas approach and recognising the need to take a pragmatic approach to issue resolution

· recognising that fundamental changes to accommodation-based services would raise implementation issues

· that they were primarily concerned about housing-related support services that should be funded by the SP programme and were thus not considering other agendas, ie the general needs of people experiencing domestic violence

· that the magnitude of grant being used by West London’s AAs to pay for housing-related support services generally - and for people experiencing domestic violence specifically - is not likely to increase. (This presumption will not, of course, prevent individual AAs from increasing provision).

3.6 Methodological issues for the review
It proved difficult to secure relevant hard data for the review and substitutes were sought instead. Often they brought issues with them, for example the merit that could be given to ‘soft’ views and benchmarking; also that amount of staff time that there was to undertake research. An examination of methodological issues may be found in Appendix 3. On a more positive note, advantage has been taken of relevant publications. – see the bibliography.

4) The current situation in West London – SP funded services

4.1) The SP programme and domestic violence services
In 2005/6 the seven West London SP AAs spent £2,587,448 on local housing related support services for women experiencing domestic violence – 3.9% of the total grant spent in the sub-Region. This compares with a spend of 3.4% of spend in this sector in London. Hounslow currently spends the highest proportion of its grant on domestic violence compared to any other London council.

In London 87% of spend in 2007/8 is on accommodation-based services. The following table details the number of Providers by category (some will be the same Provider working in several Boroughs):

	Borough
	Voluntary or community organisation
	General Needs Housing Association
	BME Housing Association
	TOTAL

	Brent
	1
	
	1
	2

	Ealing
	2
	
	1
	3

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Harrow
	
	1
	
	1

	Hillingdon
	
	1
	
	1

	Hounslow
	1
	
	
	1

	Kensington & Chelsea
	2
	
	
	2


4.2) The types of housing related support services

In the West London sub-region the following range of services are present:

4.2.1 Refuges

Refuges are purpose-designed properties for women and their young children where access to them is almost all non-host. They are seen as part of a national resource for women who want to move away from their aggressor. Staff are based on site. Where they are sited is confidential information and as a principle men are not allowed building-access.

4.2.2 Other accommodation-based services

In addition to refuges, there are a few other accommodation-based services based on properties generally not purpose-designed. These properties mainly accommodate single people. As a rule staff are off-site. Referrals normally are of local women, and come from the council.
4.2.3 Floating support

Floating support is a service that ‘floats in’ to a resident where they have been identified as needing it. For those experiencing domestic violence the service often commences some time after residence has been taken up though sometimes a person moving to make a fresh start precipitates the service.
In a floating support service, the support is floated off from the individual user when it is no longer needed (and taken up by another user). It can float back if this is subsequently needed.

Almost all access to floating support services is secured by local residents.

4.2.4 Resettlement

Resettlement differs from floating support in the following respects:

· it is conceived as the support needed during the transition from an accommodation-based housing-related support service to unsupported accommodation

· it is usually of a duration of no more than six months

· it is delivered in the context of where the person has been residing and indeed commences there before they move out of it

4.2.5 Outreach

The term outreach is used rather loosely, and can for example mean:

· that the service is part of a staged approach to move-on, where staff based at the user’s original residence provide lower-level move-on support to what may be a dedicated satellite property. Once the outreach service is no longer needed the service may float off onto replacement satellite accommodation (sometimes the user may vacate the move-on property and be resettled into permanent accommodation); or

· support offered to an individual as an alternative housing option, ie where they thus ‘remain at home’; or

· the mode of delivery – the service being delivered to service users resident in a neighbourhood where staff are based in a local office; or

· a range of services – like a helpline, drop-in centre or specialist legal or criminal justice services. These services are not SP eligible.

For the purposes of this review, outreach is defined by the first explanation - as a service predicated on staged move-on. The boundaries between outreach, resettlement and floating support are not distinct.

4.3) Current West London services

During the period of the review the following housing related support service ‘units’ were present in West London:

	
	Refuges
	‘Accommodation-based’
	Resettlement/

Outreach
	Floating support
	TOTAL

	Harrow
	
	
	6
	6
	12

	Hillingdon
	7
	11
	
	60
	78

	Hounslow
	33
	
	
	14
	47

	Kensington & Chelsea
	19
	
	
	22
	41

	Brent
	19
	
	
	16
	35

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	33
	6*
	
	41
	80

	Ealing
	18
	31
	
	7
	56

	TOTAL
	129
	48
	6
	166
	349


* This service is uniquely for gay men.

The West London SP Strategy (Section 4.6) identified local authority housing residence as featuring in significant proportions of the referrals to housing related support services.

4.4) Less visible SP-funded housing related services

SP-funded housing related support services are defined by client group: It is the primary client group that is invariably used as the label by which services are categorised – and this is reflected in the above data. However, many SP services also have a secondary client group. In West London very few contracted services whose prime client group were not users experiencing domestic violence had as their second client group people experiencing domestic violence.  A number of individual service users fell into this category – particularly those within services for care leavers, young people at risk, teenage parents and generic services.
4.5) The attributes of those receiving SP funded housing-related support.

4.5.1 Attributes of new service users

SP Client record forms capture the characteristics of those taking up a housing-related support service and provide local data and, whilst it is only data regarding existing services, the fact that there is now a lot means that some statistically significant information can be gleaned from it.

From an analysis of client records forms for 2005/6 – see Appendix 4 - we may note:

· the most common age of users commencing services was 31; the second 24

· generally for every 100 service users, there were a further 85 dependants

· for non-floating support services for every 100 service users, there were a further 182 dependants

· 34% of users had no dependants

· 19% of users had a recorded secondary support need. Mental health or ‘complex needs’ featured most significantly.

· at the start of services, 68% were not in full time employment; 11% were job-seeking. Only 15% were in full time employment 

4.5.2 Service mapping
4.5.2.1 Service costs

London Council’s research reveals that there are few London-wide patterns regarding contract prices: They vary considerably, even amongst similar services. 
At face value the cost of services range from £8/unit/week to well over £400/unit/week. A comparative survey of services in inner-London revealed that unit/week costs of more than £300 should be the exception. However the wide West London range is partly a reflection of the modal range of provision; also of the way that individual services are configured for recording purposes.

The hourly service cost also varies widely from under £4 to £32. Whilst this is not that dissimilar to the range of inner-London services a few services’ hourly costs appear high.

London Council’s research identified that where Providers had lower than average unit prices they were 60% more likely to report 10% or more of women returning to perpetrators after leaving refuges.

4.5.2.2 Level of service

Most services other than refuges offer low levels of one-to-one support to users, ie up to 3 hours per week. Refuges can involve much higher levels of support. A distinction may be drawn between medium support to individuals – ie of between 4 and 9 hours per week – and high(er) support. A 2007 Provider survey did not yield information on the local levels.

4.5.2.3 Quality of services

Domestic violence service’s quality is at least equivalent to SP services for other client groups. Against the QAF Core Objectives most services were assessed in 2006 as at either level B or C; one A and two Ds.
The number of staff hours per service user varies very widely – from under 1 hour each week to over 15. This is not dissimilar to the range of Inner-London services. Again this is partly a reflection of the way services are configured.

4.5.2.4 Performance of services

The following is based on the evidence of 93 SP Workbooks for periods in 2005/6 and 2006/7.
There have been high levels of accommodation use with voids levels of around just 1-2%.

Staffing levels ranged from 55 - 128%. Whilst the average (mean) staffing level - at 83.2% - was low this was a reflection of just a handful of services that were very low for generally just one quarter each.  

Several services had unusually high staff:service user ratios. Womens Aid believe that the ratio should be of the order of 1:4 in refuges, but in West London some appear to be as intense as 1:2 Intense levels of working are quite prevalent in Inner London generally. And in fact the research by London Council’s has resulted in the recommendation that SP funds in London should be geared towards improving the capacity (eg staffing) of current services. Anecdotally, the deployment of staff resources seemed questionable in some services. It was not clear, for example, why site-based staff were only available during 9.00am to 5.00pm – though this was not an issue particularly raised by service users. There may be scope for staffing arrangements to be more flexible.

Planned move-on from both short-term and long-term services was generally in accord with Project Group member expectations for this sector though there is evidence of significantly lower move-on success; also throughput regarding some individual services
4.6 Applicants rejected by SP-funded services

During 2006/7 over 2,300 women were turned away from a Provider’s refuges in London, mainly because it was full.

Local evidence of rejected applicants was obtained – eg 104 refusals in Harrow in 2006 and 21 refusals in Hounslow in 2006/7. However, it did not prove possible to secure consistent data and what this might serve to say about unmet need. It is noteworthy that of Harrow’s 104 rejections:

· 29 were because accommodation was not available at the time

· 9 had no recourse to public funds

· 4 were due to mental health issues

· 3 were due to drug/alcohol issues

Also – all Hounslow’s rejections were aged under 21.

Many of those rejected by refuges but still seeking local accommodation were housed in temporary LA accommodation, sometimes then with SP-funded support floated in. There are a variety of alternative arrangements and this is an area that would warrant further scrutiny.

4.7) What Providers’ staff said about the need for housing-related support services

In a 2005 West London Provider’s Forum meeting Providers said that high support accommodation was still needed for those people escaping violence with problems like substance misuse or mental illness. 

In June 2007 a strategy consultation event was held with Providers of services for people experiencing domestic violence. Key themes were:

· issues around women presenting with complex needs

· the problem of women with no recourse to public funds

· refuges not accommodating households with older boys

· insufficient service provision

Appendix 5 records Provider’s views as expressed in two workshops.

More recently one Provider said that only a specialist should undertake floating support.

One Provider’s Business Plan said nothing directly about the need for housing-related support services. But it revealed that they wanted to address the inadequate provision of services for children: More appropriate books, the undertaking of work that relates to the school curriculum and the encouraging of play.

4.8) What service users said about the need for housing-related support services.

In 2004, in preparation for the West London SP Strategy, women experiencing domestic violence were consulted. An outline of the Strategy was discussed with two groups of women.

The refuge residents reported a shortage of accommodation for single women – they did not think that unsupported or bed and breakfast accommodation addressed their needs - and women with large families, ie with more than three children. Generally, they said, it was difficult to access emergency accommodation. They thought that there was an unmet need for refuge accommodation both for single women and for women with large families.

Some women thought that counselling services should be attached to each refuge. And they thought that more support was needed to provide for children.

Refuge residents were evenly divided as to whether they wished to remain in the Borough where their refuge was, or move elsewhere.

The women thought that there was a need for more move-on accommodation, preferably with support.

The women receiving floating support services reported difficulties in obtaining outreach workers after leaving refuge accommodation. They felt that more floating support was needed and that, for example, two hours of support each week was not sufficient. 

More recently - in May 2007 – a West London survey of mainly refuge service user’s views was undertaken. It revealed that:

· users valued the range of provision and particularly specialist support and accommodation-based facilities

· users thought that refuges should preferably accommodate no more than five women/families

· large rooms accommodating women and up to three others were most preferred; accommodation for older boys was seen as problematic

· the majority of women wanted a mixed age range in supported accommodation

· they saw the most important support need was for people with mental health problems, services for children, support in accessing work and support for women with alcohol or drug use problems

· the most frequently mentioned additional need was for an on-hand counsellor

· most women thought the appropriate stay in a refuge/safe house was 6-12 months; a minority thought 12-18 months.

The full results of the survey can be found in appendix 6.

Earlier in 2007, as part of its programme of client group-specific focus group meetings, Hillingdon council conducted three meetings with groups of women. Very similar views had been expressed in these.

5) Services to people experiencing domestic violence other than SP-funded housing-related support.

SP-associated services to people experiencing domestic violence include:

· housing-related support services not funded by SP

· telephone advice

· drop-in services

· Sanctuary schemes

· Telecare-type services

· other welfare services

Appendix 7 provides further details.

6) Current Plans

6.1) Introduction

A range of services are said to be needed to address the housing-related support needs of those experiencing domestic violence. The West London Strategy did not of itself identify specific plans – other that to affirm that a strategic review of domestic violence services was a high priority.

6.2) Individual Authority’s SP Strategies

	Brent
	A need to support women with no recourse to public funds was identified. Also a need to address clients who have specialist support requirements, ie people with mental health issues and drug and alcohol dependencies.

Brent’s plan was to:

· increase provision to women– and this has happened, albeit with not much uptake

· increase refuge provision of refuge beds and this has happened

· increase hostel provision for young women – and this has happened

· expand floating support provision – and this has happened

· consider the needs of trafficked women and women in the sex industry – and this has happened by service remodelling


	Ealing
	A need to address no boys aged more than 13, restrictions on the number of children who can remain with their mother, need for support for large families; and, to assist with ‘bedblocking’, a need to address cross-authority exchanges

	Hammersmith and Fulham
	Planned to:

· explore the possibility of developing a West London service, which can be used as emergency service and refuge for women with older children and large families.

· explore options for increasing move on options across West London for women at risk of domestic violence

· collect evidence to assess the unmet needs of BME women escaping domestic violence, women with specialist needs and men at risk of domestic violence to inform appropriate development. – and this has been undertaken.

	Kensington and Chelsea
	Under-provision for BME groups were identified by Providers, as was provision for those with mental health issues – both adult and children. Kensington and Chelsea have addressed service gaps by floating support.

	Harrow
	Priorities for action to address identified gaps in provision were:

· assisting households experiencing domestic violence into Sanctuary Project

· developing more refuge accommodation for women fleeing domestic violence, particularly those who are from BME communities.

	Hillingdon
	A need for more accommodation for single women and women with more than three children was identified, as was counselling services attached to each refuge and more support for children and more move-on accommodation. Since, SP has funded a peer support enhancement; a child development service has been attached to the refuge and Hillingdon’s Safe Houses’ dedicated features have been further enhanced with CCTV.

	Hounslow
	Building on the Sanctuary Project, the need for more floating support was identified. This has been subsequently addressed.


6.3) Domestic Violence strategies

Each administering authority has a strategy for domestic violence – with an Action Plan.
7) Issues:

7.1) Sector level of grant funding

As noted in 5.1 West London authorities spend more on services for women than elsewhere in London. . It is thus difficult to make a case for additional funding for the sector and indeed a case can be made for less spend by some Boroughs. For example both Hounslow and Hillingdon spend over double the average on services in this sector. The working assumption of this strategy is that the sum of grant for the sector should not increase.

During 2006/7 SP funding accounted for over half (54%) of London service Provider’s total income; much of the remainder came from accommodation charges; also other council monies (eg for children’s services, counselling and outreach work) and charitable trusts.
7.2) Need and access

The need for housing-related support is not necessarily immediately identified for those experiencing domestic violence. It is sometimes only in the context of long-term work such as prevention, awareness-raising and empowerment carried out by specialist services that individuals are able to discuss their experiences and identify their need for support. The need to fund such need-identifying services is thus an important consideration alongside actual SP-funded provision; as is knowledge of how needs can best be met in practical ways. A holistic response is needed.

The West London SP Strategy noted that ‘……..There is a wide range of referral services, and they vary markedly by Borough’ (Section 4.6) and ‘….. most common means of non-host referrals accessing domestic violence services is via voluntary organisations, by self-direct referral or by some other undefined route (Section 3.3). It also noted that in 2003/4 ‘Floating support/resettlement referrals showed a different pattern to referrals to accommodation (predominantly refuges), in that 78.3% of the latter were non-host, compared to only 1.3% of the former’ (section 4.6).

The 2007 survey of service users noted a remarkably wide range of referral sources.

Providers and refuge residents have suggested the need for emergency access provision in addition to the handful of dedicated units. The further need for this, however, was not evidenced.

Some reciprocal arrangements have recently been established – for example between authorities and between individual authorities and their local RSLs. Some of these are not working as well as they could.

7.3) Age

There are particular issues for young people and whilst there is a statutory responsibility of councils for many, a number do still need to make direct demands on SP-funded domestic violence services: In 2005/6 three under 18 year olds were accommodated in refuges; four 18 year old; six 19 year olds and eight 20 year olds were also accommodated during the same period.

A parallel increase in domestic violence issues is being anecdotally exhibited in other SP-funded services for young people.

Some concern has been expressed that very young women are being increasingly accommodated in refuges – causing some social disharmony – but the majority do not see this is an issue. What is an issue is that young single women without multiple vulnerabilities can find it more difficult to secure permanent move-on accommodation. For example, local reference rents, and resulting housing benefit entitlement, can make the securing and maintenance of private rented accommodation a problem.

Older women who may suffer homelessness as a result of relationship breakdown, bereavement, poverty or ill-health have a low take-up of refuges.

London Council’s research revealed that one of the top four unmet refuge needs was services for children.
7.4) Gender

Local Authorities have a Gender Equality Duty and, for example, are required to consult with relevant groups and stakeholders when developing services. In the context of housing related support the Duty incorporates the understanding that domestic violence is essentially a gender based crime and that there is likely to be a need for single sex provision to ensure safety and sensitivity and effective provision to survivors, the majority of whom will be women.  Services need to be aware of the related support and safety issues.
Some evidence regarding men was noted. Figures from Stonewall Housing for 2006/7 revealed 88 cases of men experiencing domestic violence (including three transgendered men) of which 15 were from the West London Boroughs. It is believed that men find it easier to move out of abusive relationships because they generally have more economic independence and may be less restricted by childcare issues. Also, a relatively high number of recorded incidents of violence against men are incidents where women retaliated again the male aggressor. When compared to women’s needs – with one area of exception – see section 7.8 below – a case for dedicated male provision did not appear to be evidenced.

The small numbers of transgendered women experiencing domestic violence did not warrant further research in the time available sufficient to come to an affirmative view regarding their needs. Womens Aid recommends that refuges accommodate post-operative women.

Floating support services can be for any gender, as need dictates.

The Project Group thought that all services to women experiencing domestic violence should be provided by female staff. They did not necessarily believe that managers not paid for by SP need to be female.
7.5) Disability

With the wide range of prospective individual disabilities there are difficulties in planning for them, especially when the need for supported accommodation may be immediate. There is indeed limited dedicated provision for those presenting with physical disabilities.

It is thought that the most common disability that Providers are asked to respond to is one of a sensory nature. Sometimes temporary arrangements can be made to address physical needs and in other instances simple or easily portable equipment may work. In most cases any physical alteration to a building will only need to be of a minor nature. Indeed, the remit of Home Improvement Agency services can accommodate this service. Nonetheless, the inability to adequately or promptly respond can occasionally frustrate acceptance into accommodation.
There are currently a few refuge places that are suitable for people with mobility issues:

	Harrow
	1 unit wheelchair accessible

	Hounslow
	2 units wheelchair accessible

	Brent
	2 units for women with mobility or sensory impairment

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	1 unit wheelchair accessible; another is planned to be.

	Ealing
	1 mobility and 1 wheelchair unit


Based on Building for All there is an unmet need for disability standard supported accommodation – particularly in Harrow and Kensington and Chelsea; overall the magnitude of unmet need – crudely projected at 63 units across the sub-region - is not high.

The council may have a responsibility under the Disability Discrimination Act and disability support is usually provided by the council’s social care function and may not therefore come directly through SP activity.

7.6) Ethnicity

Some people from ethnic minorities need specialist support, for example:

· additional or specialist advocacy and liaison with statutory agencies

· accessing interpreting and providing translated materials

· support in accessing specialist services such as counselling

· support in coping with racism or discrimination, and possibly alienation from their community
It is noted that additional staff time may be necessitated where:

· English is not the first language for a service user

· here is greater dependence of users on family member support (which is not available)

In 2007/8 the average unit price for specialist London refuges for BME women was 6% higher than the overall average.
In London over a quarter of contracts for housing related support to those experiencing domestic violence are for BME women – predominantly women from the Indian Subcontinent – but the proportion is lower in West London: There is a refuge for women from the Indian Subcontinent in Brent and a few other services give some priority to those from a BME communities. However, general evidence from service users, also the Asian floating support service in Brent (which has low demand), suggests that further dedicated services are not a high priority. And instead a more integrated approach is called for from Providers – where all staff are equality and diversity aware and work to the principle of social cohesion. However, there is support for more focussed provision for a few service users. – eg around the issue of arranged marriages or possibly in a local pocket of dense minority ethnic group population.

7.7) Sexuality

It was thought that there was some evidence of a need for housing-related support for lesbian women, transgendered women and gay men and some research regarding their experience of domestic violence was noted. Lesbian women are understood to experience less domestic violence than heterosexual women and it was not thought that lesbian woman needed dedicated provision.

From an academic study it was noted that gay men experienced more domestic violence than heterosexual men – 29%.  It is believed that there is a need for some limited dedicated service provision for gay men. However, the combination of:

· their numbers, and

· tentative views about the position of men – as opposed to women – in society, and

· the existence of one current service

resulted in the view being taken that the circumstances did not warrant further research in the time available sufficient to come to a more affirmative view.

7.8) Household composition

Even though Harrow’s refuge is only for single women, users identified insufficient provision for single person households. 

Most refuges will accommodate sons only up to early teenage – the exact age varying from refuge to refuge. This clearly presents issues for households with older sons - who have to be otherwise accommodated, usually by being put into care. There would appear to be scope to change the physical configuration of some buildings to accommodate older boys.

One AA has identified an increasing need to accommodate mothers experiencing violence from their children.

Even though refuge residents identified an unmet need for accommodation for large families, most larger families can be accommodated – eg by offering them dedicated rooms that are available in some refuges or moving families around in order to vacate the largest room.

7.9) Recourse to public funds

Women not able to make recourse to public funds are being refused access to services: Several Providers identified the issue, as have most local AAs. In London BME Providers were, on average, more likely to have to turn away women with no recourse to public funds. Sometimes a Provider will accommodate a woman in these circumstances – in London 238 were supported in 2006/7; almost 20% in dedicated accommodation (the average cost of which was £149/week) - presumably by means of a social services or charitable (funding) contribution, or Provider’s reserves. 

Excellent authorities can use SP grant be to fund rent loss - though no evidence was been obtained of this actually happening.

Half of all Providers of housing related support services to people experiencing domestic violence responding to London Council’s research named ‘no recourse’ as one of the four top challenges facing their organisation.

In line with London Council’s research’s recommendation, the West London authorities could establish ‘last resort funds’. However it is not clear how practical it would be to administer this, let alone whether grant should be ring-fenced in this way. The issue is not a local one – and without changes to national social policy it seems hard to see how this strategy can embrace it. When SP is integrated into Local Area Agreements possibly there may be more scope.

7.10) Other groups

There is evidence of unmet need - from Providers, service users and others - for women experiencing mental health problems; also those with drug or alcohol issues. Work training being carried out by the London D&A ratifies this, as does the London Council’s research (where ‘Support for women with specialist, complex, high level and/or multiple support needs’ was one of Providers top four unmet needs). However there is also some anecdotal evidence that, in their early assessment of women’s needs, refuge Providers are occasionally being insufficiently proactive and robust. It appears that if some Providers:
· undertook earlier assessment of the needs of the women that they have just accommodated; also the risks that they bring with them

· prepared and swiftly implemented a management plan to address needs and risks – prospectively including a variety of services (to take just one example: the introduction of additional specialist floating support)

then more women with complex needs might be more successfully accommodated in existing housing-related–support services. It is acknowledged, however, that to effectively achieve this some limited service remodelling might be appropriate – eg extra staff resources at weekends. A successful example is the Stella Project.

There does appear to be some evidence of unmet need for local female sex-workers but, whilst anecdotally lifestyle issues suggest the need for separate provision, it was not clear to Project Group members that this need was sufficiently evidenced. It was noted that the PCT funded some health-related support.

At least one authority has identified emerging issues associated with a faith/cultural group.

Research into and prioritization of unmet needs, and how in particular they are best met by supported accommodation, is an area requiring some further work.

7.11) Building-based services 

Conventionally refuges are purpose-built (or adapted) accommodation and require:

· a suitable site

· substantial capital funding
· substantial planning over several years
Because of the above, there is a certain ‘fixitivity’ to such building-based services – that is to say that they become quite fixed to their site. A strong case is therefore needed as to why any one refuge should be replaced by another particularly as the client group’s prime reason for residence is not because of where the accommodation is, but rather where it is not – ie it is not near the place of prospective violence. 

Possible reasons for seeking the cessation of supported accommodation for people experiencing domestic violence include:

· over-provision

· the condition, quality or other related attributes of the building

· the attributes of the building lending themselves much more to another client group’s use

· the size of the building offering significant diseconomy of scale (and with no potential for physical expansion)

It is believed that at least for the next few years all the building-based services will continue to be able to offer accommodation that meets SP’s expectations of the living environment for users. 
A further inertia-attribute of several building based services in West London is that the service Provider also owns the building. Their position can make it difficult to purchase an alternative housing related support Provider – should the relevant SP authority wish to do this - unless the building-owner chooses to be co-operative.

7.12) The appropriate response: Building-based, floating or other support services

There is a contemporary SP debate about the appropriate modal-response – accommodation-based provision versus floating support, for example - to many client groups and the appropriate service response for people experiencing domestic violence is still not clear. Providers argue for ‘customer choice’ and to some extent there already is, but in a situation of limited resources it is necessary to have a rationale as to why a particular modal apportionment of services is required.

Building for All makes the case – as does BVPI225 (see section 8.1) - for more housing-related support accommodation units – with additional provision for those experiencing domestic violence needed in most Boroughs. Does this correspondingly mean that there should be less floating support provision for those experiencing domestic violence? Or should there be less unit-capacity, but more support for each service user?
It can also be argued that there is an over-simplification regarding floating support, resettlement and outreach services - and their inter-relationship – and their relationship with accommodation-based support.

Two further complications are:

· given that it is not only dedicated domestic violence services that provide floating support to people experiencing domestic violence how does one accurately gauge the adequacy of provision? For example in Harrow it is the generic service that meets most domestic violence needs whilst in Hillingdon it is the dedicated service.

· to what extent should staged move-on be made available – eg ‘middle’ support, followed by low support - and to what extent should building adaptations and equipment be made available to meet needs?

Regarding supported accommodation, the following were believed to be important:

· accommodation for between 6-8 households (Womens Aid recommends a maximum of 7)

· family accommodation should be able to accommodate households with up to 5 members

· provision for single-person households should still be dedicated to people experiencing domestic violence

· the building should be no more than three storeys

existing services generally meet the above criteria.

Leased short-term accommodation can be suitable if support is packaged. Dedicated hostel and bed and breakfast accommodation are not appropriate.

Although SP contributes to some sanctuary schemes elsewhere this was not seen as an area for local funding.

7.13) The appropriate response: Telecare

There does appear to be scope to introduce more telecare to compliment SP funded services. When asked if they would consider alternative accommodation to a refuge if new technology provision for safety was available, 26 out of 51 West London women said yes.  The police authority are believed to be a prime source of telecare funding; in London three non-West London councils use SP grant to fund telecare.

7.14) The appropriate response: Welfare

There is a continuum of domestic violence support services that can holistically meet the needs of service users but there is a point at which such services can be considered not eligible for SP funding. For example professional counselling, some aspects of legal/advocacy work and regular social activity away from the accommodation are not eligible. Traditionally a generous view has been taken of eligible occasional welfare aspects of housing related support services, but there is a case for actively looking to other statutory sources for revenue funding – eg for children’s work and therapeutic interventions.

7.15) Move-on and throughput

Based on London Council’s research the shortest average stay in refuges was five days; the longest was 14 months. However, some service users in West London say that they have been residing in their accommodation for much longer periods – see Appendix 6. This is of concern. 

As with many other sectors move-on is an issue for SP’s domestic violence services. For those resident in refuges, bidding on Locata is a key means of securing permanent housing – and most refuges’ non-single residents are automatically accorded a band B which tends to result in a successful offer of permanent housing being forthcoming within a matter of months; occasionally weeks.

Move-on is a problem, more so with supported accommodation where it is not also a refuge. Councils probably could do more here, though more can be expected of Providers also.

The Project Group – and service users - thought that service users needed clearer and more realistic timescale expectations of refuge residence. Resettlement – the period for which tends to vary across services - should be planned to be available for no more than 3 months.

For those in receipt of floating support, the Project Group thought that, whilst acknowledging that individual circumstances might require longer-term support, there should be a presumption that support would only be short-term. Such support should generally be for no more than 4 hours per person per week.

7.16) Local service configurations

To what extent should generic floating support be seen to meet the low-level needs of those experiencing domestic violence? In Harrow generic floating support is the prime floating support service for people experiencing domestic violence. Conversely a 2007 review of a large provider of generic floating support – Hillingdon Homes – identified five secondary categories of client-need – none of which were people experiencing domestic violence. Brent’s experience has been the same.
Two refuges provide a resettlement service in Hammersmith and Fulham and Harrow is piloting a resettlement service for women moving on from refuge accommodation and this includes provision for women with more complex needs. Conversely in Hillingdon it is the dedicated floating support service that ‘picks up’ on the support needs of moving-on women
Non-refuge supported accommodation is present in some other Boroughs.

7.17) Current risk

If a no-change strategy were to be agreed there would be a risk that:

· services would not be strategically relevant

· services would be inconsistent

· there will be gaps in service that should be able to be met
At an operational level it is not clear whether the high risks for service users are adequately recorded and managed at service level – eg through transparent, monitored and regularly updated risk registers.
If one or more new services were to be procured, the work can be based on the experience of the West London purchase of a cross-authority service for single homeless people.

7.18) Strategic alignment

Each administering authority has not only a SP Strategy and an Annual Plan but also a Strategy for domestic violence with an accompanying Action Plan. However, often only by inference does a strategy inform the view that should be taken in the accompanying strategy regarding housing-related support or domestic violence services. The same applies to the plans. This is a shortcoming – the need to cross-refer, if not be strategically aligned - that needs to be addressed.

8) Future projections:

8.1) Accommodation based services

Council’s BVPI225 expectation is that there should be 1 emergency accommodation space – refuge space in effect - for every 10,000 of the population. Based upon the 2007 Office for National Statistics population projections for the population of West London, this would result in the following ‘requirement’:

	
	Population
	Number of women
	Estimated need for refuge accommod-ation
	Total accommod-ation provision
	Under/ under-provision (over-provision in brackets)

	Harrow
	214,400
	106,861
	21 units
	0 units
	21 units

	Hillingdon
	255,100
	125,545
	26 units
	7 units
	19 units

	Hounslow
	212,300
	108,102
	21 units
	33 units
	(12 units)

	Kensington & Chelsea
	216,400
	82,960
	22 units
	19 units
	3 units

	Brent
	270,700
	135,658
	27 units
	19 units
	8 units

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	188,000
	86,249
	19 units
	33 units
	(14 units)

	Ealing
	304,800
	153,385
	30 units
	18 units
	12 units

	TOTAL
	1,661,700
	798,760
	166 units
	129 units
	37 units


This would suggest that in West London there is an under-provision of 37 refuge bedspaces. Whilst only with Harrow is there direct commonality this projection does chime in with that of Building for All’s: In May 2007 the London Housing Federation, Mayor of London and Housing Corporation launched ‘Building for All’’.  Although ‘Building for All’ does not record estimated borough over-provision, the tool appears to additionally provide evidence of the need for some additional accommodation-based services in the sub-region (and by implication evidence for the need for non-accommodation-based services too).

	Borough
	Unmet bedspace need

	Ealing 
	0

	Hillingdon
	4

	Harrow
	14

	Hounslow
	0

	Brent
	6

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	17

	Kensington & Chelsea
	19

	TOTAL
	60 - less any over-provision


However the evidence the new tool provides does not to appear to be consistent with individual AA’s understanding of unmet need generally: Using local data/analysis more work is needed by individual authorities in order to fine-tune its findings.

Both projections are crude and do not, for example, take into account:

· access arrangements (they are similar, but not identical)

· selection criteria for services – eg regarding children’s ages

· size of units

· alternatives

8.2) Non-accommodation-based services

When current dedicated floating support services are locally aggregated there is a range of service user capacities in relation to population. Hillingdon has proportionally the most; Ealing the least:

	
	Population
	User capacity
	Expected capacity in relation to population
	Variance between supply and demand

	Harrow
	214,400
	6
	21
	-15

	Hillingdon
	255,100
	60
	25
	+35

	Hounslow
	212,300
	14
	21
	- 7

	Kensington & Chelsea
	216,400
	22
	21
	+1

	Brent
	270,700
	18
	26
	-8

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	188,000
	35
	18
	+17

	Ealing
	304,800
	7
	30
	-23

	TOTAL
	1,661,700
	162
	162
	0*


*The calculations are based on the assumption that sub-regional need is exactly aligned with supply.

The analysis is crude, however, and does not take into account:

· Lower incidences of social cohesion and/or higher deprivation in some Boroughs which may have some correlation with the need for floating support for people experiencing domestic violence

· selection criteria for services

· local policy regarding the appropriate provision of types of service needed, eg refuge-housing, floating support or sanctuary provision (see below)

· there being different types of non-accommodation-based services, ie resettlement, outreach and floating support

· different AA’s views about the extent to which generic floating support services should provide for those who have experienced domestic violence

The West London SP Strategy (Section 4.1) noted that ‘The floating support figures show larger services than the London average in several West London boroughs in relation to women escaping domestic violence’.

More generally the analysis does not answer the two fundamental questions:

· is the magnitude of non-accommodation based about right, too small or too large?

· is the mix of non-accommodation services – floating support, resettlement and outreach – a balanced one?

8.3 Supporting People’s Integration into Local Area Agreements
By 2009 it is expected that the strategic administration of the Supporting People programme will be integrated within LAAs. One consequence of this is likely to be that the priorities for the local administration of the programme will – by definition – become more ‘local’.  There is a risk therefore that, in terms of future priorities, there may be less recognition of the national dimension of service provision that is unique to those experiencing domestic violence. One way of ensuring that more than the local agenda drives future service priorities is to establish Multi Area Agreements to address such cross-authority issues.

9) Generating and assessing strategic options

Members of the Project Group undertook a SWOT analysis of the current provision of housing-related support services for people experiencing domestic violence (see Appendix 8). Key issues included:

· there is some limited need for more accommodation-based provision; and such provision should be targeted for those with additional support needs

· there probably should be less floating support provision in the sub-region

· services are expensive, this a reflection primarily of staff costs
· there is scope to secure reduced expenditure through reduced staffing levels; also larger service configuration

· better move-on would increase the performance of supported accommodation

· changes of contract can lead to sector instability if they are not planned well; new contracts should be for long terms(s)

Decision-making was undertaken by asking:

· what appears suitable?

· What is feasible?

· What would be acceptable?

The analysis found in Appendix 9 was thus produced:

10) The proposed strategy for domestic violence housing-related support services

10.1) Strategy

· less housing-related support services should be provided on a floating support mode of delivery. 

· a new or remodelled refuge for women with complex needs with sub-regional access might need to be provided: Research into and prioritization of unmet needs is an area requiring some further work.
· some minor local changes to supported accommodation provision, including refuges – where the intended change can be demonstrably strategically relevant – is encouraged

· more supported accommodation should be made available for those with wheelchair or mobility needs.

· more services to those without recourse to public funds are encouraged

· all refuge service users should be expected to move-on within 12 months of residence; within six months from the point of being established as ready for it

· signposted by SP staff as needed, Providers should be actively encouraged to secure non-SP funding for the more regular welfare activities that they provide

· efficiency savings may be secured through better deployment of staff at individual services

· local domestic violence strategies and plans should be more joined-up with local SP strategies and plans; councils should consider taking on more responsibility for funding services that compliment housing-related support services
· a Multi Area Agreement is established across West London and it embraces the non-local dimension of service provision for those experiencing domestic violence.

10.2) Operational matters

· standard core specifications should be written for all modes of delivery of housing related support services for people experiencing domestic violence 

· as much dedicated floating support services as possible should be recommissioned as one cross-authority service, mainly with local bases, funded by the maximum number of authorities, with access commensurate with funding.

· access arrangements to the new floating support service should be further considered, with a working assumption that there should be a single point of access.

· in due course all accommodation-based services to be recommissioned as several groups of services; consideration should be given to joint tender with Childrens Service funding

· the further appropriateness of telecare type services should be explored

· arrangements should be in place to respond quickly to those presenting with needs associated with a sensory disability

· separate BME responses should be the exception
· there should be further scrutiny of what happens to those not accepted by SP-funded services
· Providers should be expected to secure timely move-on accommodation for tenants; resettlement should be offered for no more than three months
· there should be more effective reciprocal arrangements between individual West London authorities.
11) Taking the strategy forward

If the Strategy is accepted then the need for a number of new work-streams arises. They include:

· undertake further research into the appropriate response as to with what level of support prospective service user’s needs should be met with
· agreement to standard core specifications for domestic violence housing related support services
· determination of access arrangements for a new cross-authority floating support service; also the apportionment of units in individual authority’s areas

· purchase of a new cross-authority floating support service for women experiencing domestic violence by a lead authority

· management of a transposition from current floating services to the new service

· further research into the priority support needs of those with complex problems, ie mental health problems, drug addiction, etc, and how they might best be accommodation-met
· purchase of new accommodation-based services by one or more lead authorities, to meet the researched need

· management of transposition from current accommodation-based services to any new Providers by individual AAs

A new council Project may be the most efficient means of implement much of the above.

It is believed that late-2007 work being undertaken by Kensington and Chelsea and Hammersmith and Fulham should inform the work needed on producing the specification for the floating support service.
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Appendix 1: Definitions of domestic violence

The Government defines domestic violence as any incident of threatening behaviour, violence or abuse (psychological, 

physical, sexual, financial or emotional) between adults who are or have 

been intimate partners or family members, regardless of gender or 

sexuality.

Women’s Aid believe that domestic violence is a pattern of deliberate, intentional behaviour used to exercise control and power by one person over another, which may take place over a prolonged period of time.

Appendix 2: 2007/8 funding of housing-related support services

	Borough
	SP grant from CLG 
	SP DV spend 
	SP DV spend on floating support 
	Percentage of total SP grant spent on DV 

	Brent
	£12,806,959
	£304,775
	£45,000*
	2.4

	Ealing
	£11,125,397
	£245,345
	£30,750
	2.2

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	£12,826,145
	£558,397
	£181,129**
	4.4

	Harrow
	£3,582,676
	£99,485
	£25,652
	2.8

	Hillingdon
	£5,954,047
	£456,480
	£356,347
	7.7

	Hounslow
	£5,525,734
	£486,389
	
	8.8

	Kensington & Chelsea
	£11,170,507
	£367,628
	£72,536
	3.3


Notes:

* An approximate figure

** Includes ‘visiting support’ service; if this is excluded sum is £163,217
Appendix 3:  Methodological issues

A) Hard evidence

Whilst considerable research has been undertaken on domestic violence, there is a lack of data directly relevant to this review, ie regarding:

· the magnitude of the need for housing-related support for people experiencing domestic (and the appropriate response to the competing demands of host and non-host need)

· the need for the various types – modes - of housing-related support services 

SP’s client record data can be seen to be very informative to any strategic review and this source of data is probably the most extensive and relevant to the SP agenda. However, in considering it – a definitive analysis may be found in Appendix 2 - the Project Group were mindful that it reflects historical circumstances as opposed to what is necessarily appropriate in terms of greatest needs being met. In particular:

· it is data predicated on who was accepted for a service, as opposed to who wasn’t

· it is self-selected data in the sense that people who put themselves forward for a service did so to some extent in the knowledge that their circumstances fitted that service’s selection criteria

· it does not measure the intensity of unmet need but rather a desire for housing related support that may or may not also be a need (the intensity of which is not known), dependant upon competition for the service’s vacancy position.

· secondary needs of those experiencing domestic violence appear to be understated

Several other sources of SP data and information have been used for this review, each with their problems. For example:

· recourse has been made to quality assessments. However, these are often Provider’s self-assessment, not AA’s

· Providers’ performance has been considered using KPIs and SPIs. However, these are known to be less than robust due to errors in data submitted

· In June/July 2007 Provider’s were asked about the level of support needs of their users, but the level of response made the data statistically not significant

The review has particularly suffered from a lack of data on the level of user’s support needs and this is an area that still could do with some further work.

Given the lack of relevant data, at face value it might not have seemed unreasonable to make recourse to surrogate data and information that gives explanation to similar need as housing related support. In practice, however, such data or information was generally found to be less than could be reasonably considered surrogate. For example – the plethora of information available on different categories of violence did not of itself inform the view to be taken on what housing-related support services should be provided. Likewise, the fact that gay and lesbian people experienced more or less domestic violence did not directly assist the Group in coming to a view as to whether dedicated provision was needed for either of them

B) The merit of soft or anecdotal views

Given the paucity of hard data the project group found themselves feeling being informed by either soft or anecdotal material. This included:

· suppositions based on surrogate data

· anecdotes based on first-hand or second hand knowledge of individual service users

· ‘professional’ views of individual Project Group members

· views of Providers (collected both through direct engagement and written comment)

· views of service users (collected through survey)

These soft or anecdotal views are partially validated by recourse to hard data; they were also subject to Provider Group challenge.

C) The host and non-host issue
Housing related support services designed in response to the needs of people experiencing domestic violence are unique in that in effect they cater for two quite separate ‘markets’: Local residents and people geographically fleeing domestic violence.

In retrospect it might have been helpful to have separated the two markets out at the outset, and for there to have been two reviews. As this did not happen, the degrees of interplay but separateness of the two markets – eg staff local network needs more regarding the former; access arrangements more regarding the later – have made it more difficult to make a coherent response to what strategically is needed for what is a particularly complex sector.

D) Implementation and inertia
This review has been undertaken in the context of several constraints, one of which is the issue of the inflexibility of accommodation-based services; another is the long lead-in time required to change them even when it is possible to do so. 

E) Resourcing limitations

In the absence of a dedicated –research/administrative resource a pragmatic approach has been taken to undertaking this review. The problem has been compounded by the realisation by the Project Group that the area of domestic violence is a very complex one.
Appendix 4: Analysis of Domestic Violence Client Record Data

1.0 
Background Information

This paper will seek to analyse client record data collated by St. Andrews University on behalf of the DCLG under the SP (SP) programme. 

It will analyse client record data for the seven West London boroughs to inform the West London Domestic Violence strategic review of those service users that accessed SP funded services, as a result of domestic violence (DV).

The report will attempt to identify whether there are any trends, needs and gaps within the West London region by answering key questions devised by the project group, with a view to extract the results found to inform recommendations of the strategic review of DV services and future commissioning priorities for the 7 West London boroughs.  (N.B Please be aware that these figures are approximate as the information is dependent upon service providers filling in the client record data correctly and also submitting forms for all new starters).

2.0 Demand 

2.0.1
Over the period of 2005/06 cumulatively for the first two quarters, 170 single women and women with children accessed a SP funded service within the West London region. Broken down per borough, the highest numbers of referrals were received by Hammersmith and Fulham and the lowest into Kensington & Chelsea.  These figures are reflective of the level of provision within each borough.

	Borough
	Supported Housing
	Women's Refuge
	Floating Support
	Outreach Service
	Grand Total

	London Borough of Brent
	6
	24
	4
	20
	54

	London Borough of Ealing
	12
	
	5
	
	17

	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
	
	38
	15
	
	53

	London Borough of Harrow
	4
	3
	
	
	7

	London Borough of Hillingdon
	
	1
	10
	
	11

	London Borough of Hounslow
	
	16
	6
	
	22

	Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
	
	6
	
	
	6

	Grand Total
	22
	88
	40
	20
	170


2.0.2
The figures shown in the table above, demonstrate a total breakdown of the number of referrals received per service type from each local authority, refuges being the service that is accessed the most, however there it was noticed that there has been an increase in the number of referrals for the same period in 04/05.

2.0.3
The figures shown in appendix 1, show the number of people accessing services into the West London boroughs, with a total of 373 referrals being accepted in 04/05 as opposed to 170 (for quarters 1 & 2) in 05/06.  Therefore, access as well as turnover into DV services is consistent during this period of time.  The information also gives a breakdown of the number of service users that accessed a SP funded service per borough, per year. 

2.0.4
The bar chart in appendix 2 shows that the main age of women accessing DV services are mainly between 20 – 35 years of age, the highest age group being 31 year olds.  The evidence shows that there is a relatively high number of 18 – 25 year olds accessing DV services and this may need to be explored in greater detail when looking into the commissioning of future service provision.

2.0.5
There is currently no information regarding to 16/17 year olds accessing DV services for 05/06, as opposed to the information received in 04/05 where 6 were 16/17 year old accessed services. 

2.0.6 An analysis of the ethnic origin of referrals showed that the largest ethnic group accessing services as a result of DV were White British females with White Other being second and Black African being the next (please see appendix 2). 

2.0.7 A total of 112 service users out of 170 were recorded to have dependents, of that figure a total of 207 dependents were being supported in various forms of support.  When taking floating support and outreach service data from the total number of referrals received, a revised number of 76 service users accessed supported accommodation or refuge accommodation with a 138 dependents.

The age range of dependents varied from 1 and 19 years of old, although newborn babies have not been taken into consideration in this analysis.

3.0
Needs

3.0.1
A high proportion of service users referred into service did not have a secondary support need recorded with 142 service users not having any record of a secondary need.   The remaining 28 services users that did have a secondary need recorded varied considerably, with secondary needs of mental health and complex needs.  A thorough breakdown of those secondary needs and the figures can be found in the bar chart in Appendix 4.

3.0.2
An analysis of the referrals received found that a high number, 116 of service users that accessed DV services in 05/06 were not seeking work.  25 out of 170 referrals being in full time or part time employment of some sort, with an additional 18 registered as a job seekers. (This is shown in the below chart)
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4.0
Gaps

4.0.1
Access to DV service provision is based on the number of client record data received by St. Andrews University; however this may not be the total number of referrals received due to non-completion of the forms.

4.0.2
Information regarding placing local authorities does not demonstrate where the need is within the West London region, as referrals are not only from West London and no single access point is in place to analyse information around access nor demand.  

4.0.3
Demand analysis cannot be solely based on the historical inheritance of services. For example, Hammersmith & Fulham have the highest level of provision within the west London region, however there is no real evidence to show that this level of provision is representative of the level of women fleeing or who at are at risk of DV within the borough.  This is where client record data had its limitations.

4.0.4
The information for both White and Black Other service users and any of the Other ethnic categories can be misleading.  The information placed on the forms is based upon how the service user or the person filling out the form perceives the ethnic origin of the person accessing the service and whilst it is representative of that.  A Black or White other could potentially be one and the same thing.

5.0
West London PI Data

5.0.1 When reviewing PI data for the West London region from 2005/6 till quarter 2 06/07, utilisation levels for the services are all very high, with an average of 70% for Floating Support services and 82% for accommodation based.

5.0.2
Planned move on from the services were acceptable with an average of 65% for accommodation based services and 73% for floating support. This may need to be looked into further to investigate what impacts services with lower KP percentages.

6.0
Conclusion

6.0.1
When reviewing the client record data, consideration should be made regarding the level of accuracy of the information.  There is no way at present of ensuring that all new referrals have had a client record form filled out for them and therefore this presents issues around the validity of the information presented.  

6.0.2 Whilst the client record data does not show that there is a specific need to culturally specific services, it does show that services are being accessed by a range of ethnic groups and that further investigation and research, along with service user and stakeholder consultation needs to take place to inform whether there is a need for this type of provision, or whether DV services can be administered generically.

6.0.3 Bmespark have information around the need for specific services especially around the Asian community, those that have a certain immigration status and any service users from specific religious backgrounds such as Islam where culturally sensitive services may be tailored to such need.

6.0.4 There may need to be some sort of program or partnership work to educate young women regarding domestic violence, in order to reduce if possible the number of women that are subject to DV and/or at risk of loosing their tenancies and possibly having to break ties with family, work etc.

6.0.5 Other services that are not DV as a primary need to be taken into consideration when looking at future service provision.  There may be instances, where some referrals will be placed in other SP funded service with a different primary need and DV secondary, however DV may become the primary need at a later date and therefore services in which they are housed in may not be appropriate for their need because of this.  Of the 170 referred services as a result of DV 22 service users where placed in non-DV specific services.

Follow-up work

Further analysis of client record data should be taken up, to monitor trends and changes on an on-going basis, to inform commissioning and tendering of future services. 

Consultation with alternative services may be beneficial in exploring point 6.0.5 as there may be a hidden need for those service users that are at risk or experiences DV within these services and explore whether these services can deal with these needs within their existing provision and if so how they do so.

As a result of client record data only being able to demonstrate access and utilisation of service, further work needs to be done around ways to evidence need.  This can be done through contacting refuge line and other referral agencies to see if statistics are collated around numbers referred and those declined.

Further work needs to take place around establishing how services determine assess the referrals they receive.

Analysis of more recent client record data needs to be analysed, in order to gain a greater sense of service access and client needs, as the SP programme in each authority will have changed in each borough and there may be difference  

Appendix A

Shows the number of referrals made to SP funded services

	Count of Borough – 05/06 (2nd quarter cumulative)
	

	Borough
	Total

	London Borough of Brent
	54

	London Borough of Ealing
	17

	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
	53

	London Borough of Harrow
	7

	London Borough of Hillingdon
	11

	London Borough of Hounslow
	22

	Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
	6

	Grand Total
	170

	Count of Borough – 04/05 (4th quarter cumulative)
	

	 Borough
	Total

	London Borough of Brent
	58

	London Borough of Ealing
	23

	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
	151

	London Borough of Harrow
	33

	London Borough of Hillingdon
	7

	London Borough of Hounslow
	52

	Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
	49

	Grand Total
	373


Appendix B
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Appendix C
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Appendix D
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Appendix 5: Provider’s June 2007 views

Provider Workshop 1

Demand

· There is a need for BME specific services, as they are always full

· Void turnover is very quick, therefore showing that that there is demand for this type of service, as they are having to turn people away

· There is a definite need for women with no recourse to public funds

Access

· 45%/ referrals come from the National Domestic violence helpline.

· Due to the nature of the client group, there are a number of referral routes into the services.

· There are exclusions for women with boy children over the age of 13 years

· A lot of cases have quite complex needs and require a higher level of support that may not be addressed in the refuge

· Women with a history of mental health history may be turned away as they cannot be supported in the scheme

· Needs assessments are very minimal due to the speed of placements

· Mental health/Dual diagnosis

· Women with no recourse or immigration status

· A need for there to be separate provision for singles and families??

· Could there be an assessment centre for women fleeing DV for West London? In which they stay there for emergency accommodation and move onto appropriate DV service or refuge?

· A need for there to be a specific BME floating support service, especially for asian women

· There is a need for less of nothing, there is a [unmet] need for mental health, dual diagnosis service users

Workshop 2 

· Refuges are resident-empowering. Their helpline is important.

· Service delivery should be local – Borough-based – because local knowledge is important.

· There is value to outreach services – they can meet people in a variety of places eg in their home or in the staff office; or in a ‘neutral place’ – like a café.

· Women without recourse to public funds have a clear unmet need.

· Refuge women often do not work because in moving to the refuge they lose their job.

· There is a need for a dedicated supported housing resource for women with complex needs; probably sub-regionally-based (with some reciprocal accessing arrangement?). Could better deal, eg, with a woman having a psychotic episode in the evening. Nonetheless, would it be appropriate still to have children resident? But is it appropriate to mix people with mental health problems and drug and alcohol users?

· Most refuges will only take households with children up to aged 13; referrals can be made to a few refuges that will take children up to 16. Often households with older children are referred to the council for rehousing – and get a lesser DV service. This is not equitable.

· Residents should be expected to stay in residence for four months and thereafter have their accommodation needs met. Some will stay for a much shorter period.

· Independent DV Advocates have a link with SP-funded services; multi-agency work is important.

· Single women aged 18-21 can be difficult to move-on.

· Range of provision: Services should not be forced to provide complimentary but different access criteria. In particular a wide age range for each refuge works OK.

· Do existing DV service offer VFM? Yes – when compared to the cost of alternative provision if they were not to be available. They are costly because needs can be intense and short-term; with high turnover. More staff are in fact needed during the day to undertake outreach (but see below).

· Whilst they may know of their sources, DV service staff tend not to have additional fundraising skills to secure funds from non-SP sources.

· There is a shortage of permanent housing.

· Floating support is needed to enable DV victims not to have to move. And with the DV agenda being increasingly recognized it is now more viable for DV victims not to move.

· The national remit of refuges is fine; likewise the fact that they are not designed to accommodate local people.

· The need for DV services for women is predicated on women’s position. Separate provision for lesbian women is not needed. The accommodation of transgendered women in women-only DV accommodation could have issues

· It is up to men to determine if there is a need for male DV services. There may be a case for dedicated gay male provision. 

· When compared with accommodation-based services, floating support offers less support for children – eg regarding play. SP needs to recognize that work with children can provide support to the mother.

· SP should act as broker in packaging services together (with, eg, Social Services’ funding). A protocol on support procedures and responsibilities would also help.

· The DV sector can be problematic on outcome: What may be in the best interest of the mother may not be for the child.

· Larger families can usually be accommodated – eg by offering them the (very limited) dedicated rooms available or moving families around in refuges in order to vacate the largest room.

· Prospective users need choice at the outset – more than one service mode.

· In the context of managing risk it is appropriate that users no longer act as informal volunteers in refuges – eg answering the phone.

· Mixed views were expressed on refuges providing outreach services. On the one hand this can help with user resettlement; on the other it can create dependency and there are potential issues of confidentiality.

Appendix 6: May 2007 service user’s views of West London services.

Number of Questionnaires returned: 54

Borough: 

· Hounslow (x19)

· Hammersmith and Fulham (x9)

· Hillingdon (x10)

· Kensington and Chelsea (x3)

· Harrow (x4)

· Brent (x9)

1.There are a variety of routes into refuges that support people experiencing domestic violence.  Through which organisation were you referred?

· Women’s Aid (x9)
· Women Refuge
· Social Services (x3)
· Mother rang around for vacancies
· Friend (x2)
· Police Station (x6)
· Myself (x3)
· Not sure
· Outreach (x2)
· N/A (x2)
· Advice Centre
· Domestic Violence Helpline (x4)
· Barnet Council & Housing Aid
· Office in Reading
· Hillingdon Women’s Centre
· Women’s Trust
· Connexions
· Housing options
· Victim Support
· Council (x2)
· Housing Association
· Refuge Aid
· Domestic Violence Advocacy Project
· Sithouse
· Councillor
· Domestic Violence Unit
· Brent
· Refuge Helpline
2. What type of accommodation are you presently residing in?

· Refuge (Shared Accommodation) (x39)

· Temporary Accommodation (x2)

· Housing Association Accommodation (x3)

· Private rented

· Council (x2)

· NHHG House-assured

· Kensington Housing Trust

· Room (x3)

· Refuge for Singles

3. i) What size refuge do you think is best? 

	Up to 5 women/families

	31

	6 – 8 women/families
	22

	More than 9 women/families
	0
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ii) What types of room are preferable?

	Single rooms



	18

	Single room for woman and shared rooms for children of same family 

	7

	Larger rooms accommodating woman and one child
	12

	Larger rooms accommodating woman and up to three children
	22
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iii) Do you have any preference over the age range of people who should live in the refuge?   Please tick which of the following you prefer:

	Mixed age range
	17

	Young women, 16-20 years
	1
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Women, 21 – 35
	8

	Women, 36 – 50
	3

	Older women 50 and over
	0

	No preference
	24
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4. We are looking at what service users would like to have provided by particular refuges. Please state how important you think it is that there should be some refuges, which can provide the following services:

	
	Not important
	Quite important
	Very Important

	Ability to house large families (that is with 4 or more children)
	3
	17
	31

	Private domestic facilities e.g. kitchen, bathroom
	4
	15
	32

	Support services for children


	1
	6
	41

	Support for women with alcohol or drug use problems
	1
	8
	40

	Support for women with mental health problems
	1
	6
	43

	Refuges for people from specific BME (black and minority ethnic) groups or particular faiths
	11
	12
	28
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Are there any other services you would like to see provided? 


· “Maybe ESOL classes”

· “Help back to work”

· “Medical support for women and children”

· “Housing should be more supportive and more aware of the effect domestic violence has.” 

· “Outings, days out.” (X2)

· “More outings for the children.”

· “A domestic violence councillor on hand when women first move to the refuge.” (X4)

· “Help with looking after children at the refuge.”

· “Computer.” (X2)

· “CCTV.”

· “Cleaner to come in more often.”

· “More Courses”

· “Exercise Room”

· “Allow access for other people (i.e. males)

· “More support and advice about the future.”

· “Refuges for people without support needs (i.e. they do not have drug, alcohol problems)”

· “More support for younger women who would like to go back to college or work (providing information).”
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5.  Would you consider alternative accommodation to refuge if new technology provision for safety was available?

	Yes
	26

	No
	25



[image: image9.wmf]26

25

24.4

24.6

24.8

25

25.2

25.4

25.6

25.8

26

26.2

Yes

No


Comments:

· “Hostel – Own Flat”

· “Because new technology is always important”

· “Depends on what the alternative would be”

· “I want a house with CCTV and sanctuary security – secure phone and secure room”
· “Staying in own accommodation is safe, likes own privacy”
· “As long as you are safe and have a roof over your head”
· “Because I would remain in my house which is familiar to me.”
· “All I would want to get right away from the area.  I would not want to remain in my accommodation”
· “Any place far away from my original area”
· “I think the safety aspect of where I live now is fine.”
· “It would depend what it was like and where it was”
· “Without sharing.  I believe sharing is the worst problem to contend with when in temporary accommodation”
· “I think it would be good because not al the people want to go into refuges, where there are other families.”
· “Support Camps in a homely environment.”
· “Supported Housing.”
· “Maybe but don’t know if sanctuary projects i.e. panic alarms, more locks etc.  Would suit all people.  Must sometimes feel like you are a prisoner in your own home.”
· “Move in a house where you would still get support.”
6. Length of stay appropriate for a refuge/safe house.

	6 –12 months 
	31

	12-18 months
	13

	Up to 2 years
	6
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Comments:

· “I believe it is better to stay within this time period because it is important for women to be able to get there lives together as soon as possible to become independent again”
·  “Not more as need to start living independently”
· “Depends-should be as long as client needs.”
· “Would depend on individual circumstance and how much danger /at risk they are.  Also depend on access to alternative accommodation.”  
· “After 18months people should be moving and getting on with their liver.”
· “The first few months needed to adjust.  After that time the refuge can get very difficult to live in.”
· “Because it is better for the person to start a new life immediately.”
· “It varies as to when women are ready to move on.”
· “To let the person feel used to their new home and get their head together.”
· “Each person must be treated individually.  How can one predict their recovery.”
· “I feel 3 months is long enough to stay in a refuge.”
· “I think 12-18 months is a good time so it gives you time to sort out everything.”
· “The shorter the time a person has in a refuge the more time they have to spend in their future home.  A long stay in a refuge will only make the individual feel reliant on the refuge and less independent.”
· “Depending on how much support you need and if you feel that you can get back on your feet with or without help.”
· “More help with housing, help with workshops for children escaping and dealing with domestic violence.  Workshops for those women affected by DV to help them back on their feet. I.e. self esteem, maybe external companies to offer pampering treatments.”
· “Sometimes the person may need a longer time to adapt to the changes in their lives and to prepare for the future.  It is a lot of stress moving and settling down within 6months so a longer time is needed.”
· This is so that women can recover from abuse but staying too long can make them more vulnerable and prevent them from moving on with life.”
· “It can be difficult living in a refuge.  I personally think 6 months is long enough but other women may need longer to enable them to heal from the abuse.”
· “I think it’s better to get back to normal surroundings.”
7 i). Accessible services 

	Housing Department
	49

	Day Care Services, e.g. Nurseries, Schools
	37

	Health Professions, e.g. GP, Hospital, Clinic
	46

	Legal Professions
	44

	Welfare Benefit Agencies
	47



[image: image11.wmf]49

37

46

44

47

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Housing

Department

Day Care Services,

e.g. Nurseries,

Schools

Health Professions,

e.g. GP, Hospital,

Clinic

Legal Professions

Welfare Benefit

Agencies


Comments:

· “I have not been able to find a clinic for my children yet and this is causing me to travel a lot further to use my old clinic.”

· “Most professionals can be pedantic and not time considering.  Mediators for legal are very important.”

· “I think it is important to be able to get to all those places we all need and some people might be a bit frightened to travel when moving to a new area.”
· “Need internet access.  Most staff cater for all women’s requirements – there is flexibility with activities.”
· “For my 1 year old daughter there are no crèches available, as I have found out they have no funding.  Also, the health professionals are all too far from my refuge, which is not easy when you are fearing your safety.”
· “Women should be given the opportunity to be able to sit with a careers advisor once a week to focus and be given guidance on their future plans., and provide help with their C.V etc.”
· “Bereavement counselling – my caseworker helped me accept why my father died.”
ii) Please include other services below not mentioned previously.


· “Councillor.” (X4)

· “Access to complimentary health.”

· “Women’s Trust”

· “WDP – Westminster Drug Project”

· “Exercise/Sports Clubs” 2

· “Park”

· “Library” 2

· “Shops”

· “CCTV should be mandatory.” (X2)

· “Complaints procedure should be considerate and always end with results”

· “Courses”

· “Art Therapy”

Any other comments you would like to make regarding domestic violence services.

· “I think refuge is very good in providing support both financially and emotionally.  I have been able to sort out job seekers allowance claims and applications to housing, which has helped me gain independence and get back on my feet.”

· “They should have houses for specific age groups.  Also, it is not fair that single women with no children have trouble in being housed because we have suffered domestic violence as well as women with children. The housing policy is out of order where single women are concerned.”

· “Ongoing support being received from outreach services refuge with an interpreter on a weekly basis.  The staff at the refuge was very supportive throughout my stay at the refuge.”

· “The housing officer is very difficult to get hold of.  I have had no problem with outreach service, the support has been helpful.”

· “I am very grateful to outreach service and am thankful for the support.”

· “I am currently receiving support from the outreach service and I find it very good.  Without refuge, I would have not been able to find out my rights in this country.”

· “I like having someone to talk to, who knows what’s going on.  Feels very helpful and helps her understand what’s going on.”

· “Fantastic help available.  It’s really lovely, comfortable and supportive here.  You get all the help you require.”

· “Support has been good this time – previous difficulty in part with getting police to charge perpetrator.  Had previously reported DV on many occasions over 8 years.  Drop in service is good facility for DV.  Advance courses are useful, also networking and peer support.”

· “The most important service for refuges to provide is space for women in need, neither mind their ethnic origin – refuges should not turn you down because of your faith or racial back ground.”

· “West side has given me great support over the last year.  It has given me emotional support when I was feeling so desperate and given me the chance to start a new life.  Without the support of this service I would not have know where to turn to for help.  Now I have moved to different area I can smile again and walk out freely with no fear in my heart.  My children are happy and so am I.”

· “I think there should be defined for single women (women with no children). We have different lifestyle needs and its very difficult living with very young children always having to compromise with kitchen and bathroom and being woken up every morning.”

· “Domestic Violence services are a good place for the women who are in serious problem.”

· “Need to be more advertising of the services for women fleeing domestic violence.  Banding should be higher.”

· “Not enough information out there.  More education on domestic violence needed.”

· “CCTV is very important as we need it for everyone safely.”

· “Start with a listening process, remember accommodation is just geography.  Promote self-confidence, self-value, beauty and self-worth.  Redeem past by learning from past mistakes.  Ready for work and education.”

· “I feel the service I have received at the refuge is very good and I have been helped a lot.”

· “I think there should be some sort of counselling for adults and children for we have all come out of bad situations and sometimes it can really effect a child and they don’t always want to talk to their mums in case of upsetting them.

· “Domestic Violence victim is confused due to loss of her property and life in general.  Needs more moral support and someone to speak and assure her everything will be all right and give her hope.  Their needs can be dealt with only with flexibility and more staff around.”

· “Would like more support for women on self defence, how to build confidence and being able to cope.  More counselling services should be about.”

· “Would like more help with housing.”

· “I think the service should provide more help for permanent housing.  Sometimes the person may not no a lot about moving out and how to move on from the refuge or a hostel.”

· “Every resident that has suffered domestic violence should have a councillor regardless of their age or how much abuse they have suffered.  More activities for the women in the refuge.  To keep them busy and build the relationships between each other.  Build relationships with staff at refuge to make communication between staff and residents more comfortable.”
“Thank God for them.  I don’t know where I would be today if they didn’t exist.  I am happy and content and so are my children.”

· “Visitors to refuge especially siblings who have stayed with other family members.”

Appendix 7: Services to people experiencing domestic violence other than SP-funded housing-related support.

In West London, whilst there were informal arrangements to offer housing-related support – eg volunteer befriending schemes - there were few identifiable discreet housing-related support services that were not already funded by SP.

Hillingdon has obtained planning permission to build a new supported housing scheme for local residents and Ealing also has capital funding for an equivalent resource. In neither instance is recourse to SP funding being actively embraced.

A Sanctuary Scheme is where a door to a main domestic room in the victim’s accommodation - generally the master bedroom - is replaced with a solid core door, reversed to open outwards and the frame reinforced.  Two Europrofile locks are fitted to the top and bottom of the door, keyed to the same key with thumb turns on the inside, three large steel hinges, hinge bolts and a memo door viewer.  This provides a safe room or 'Sanctuary' for victims to call for and await the arrival of police.  Window locks, front and back door locks and fire safety and photographic equipment may also be provided. 

Most West London local authorities have a Sanctuary Scheme. The scheme is conventionally a partnership between the Police and the council; possibly also a Provider. It is a victim centred initiative – increasingly with an emphasis on measures external to the main domestic room - and aims to make it possible for victims of domestic violence and hate crime to remain in their home and feel safe.  It is not limited to council or housing tenants. It is available free of charge and should be available regardless of whether the victim is a woman with a family or living on her own.

In some Boroughs the SP-funded electronic warden control service primarily focussed on the needs of older people additionally provides support to some who are threatened with domestic violence. They are given a watch or pendant to wear so that when the perpetrator starts to be aggressive the victim may activate the sensor that sends a radio signal to a central home unit, which can automatically send a signal on to a call centre or the police.

Other welfare services include voluntary sector-paid outreach, police liaison and Victim Support. Some are focussed on BME communities. Professional counselling services are often said to be needed by both women and their children; the counsellor needs to be independent and qualified. There are mixed views as to whether such a service needs to actually be provided in refuges.
Other less SP-associated services include help-lines, drop-in centres, outreach work, advice and information centres and child support (eg playgroups). The Project Group particularly identified the need for individual and group work with children.

London Council’s research particularly revealed local non-SP funding of the following services:

· Brent – advice surgery

· Harrow – drug and alcohol misuse

· Kensington and Chelsea – legal advice

Appendix 8: An analysis of the current provision of housing-related support services for people experiencing domestic violence.

	STRENGTHS

Only need of most service users is for a dedicated DV service (apparently).

Range of provision.

Good provision for families.

Specialist services.

Lots of data on services.

Extra services funded by charity.

	WEAKNESSESS

Refuge residents stay to long.

Most service users’ recorded need is for the dedicated DV service: There may be significant under-reporting of a secondary need.

Not clear which needs are not being met.

Relevant sections of BV 225 are not all currently being met.

Providers – and LA’s – are silo-operating.

Providers practices – eg selection criteria – are not consistent.

Services are expensive.

SP data has inaccuracies.

Insufficient data on non-SP services.



	OPPORTUNITIES

Strategic review may offer a better way of doing things.

Can develop more floating support services, especially for those needing more intensive support.

Scope to joint-commission – and purchase – services.

Impact of new Gender Equality Duty.

Improved move-on.

	THREATS

Proportion of programme grant allocated to sector may reduce (because of competition with other client groups and/or reduced grant).


Appendix 9) Assessing strategic options
	
	Suitability
	Feasibility
	Acceptability

	Definition of services wanted
	A clearer definition of what type of services AAs want. There is currently insufficient AA-Provider dialogue in this area
	A clearer definition of what services AAs want can be worked-up through the production of more detailed service specifications – eg regarding night cover requirements
	It is believed that a clearer definition of what services AAs want of Providers can only be of mutual benefit;

there should in the main be a local service base in each Borough

	More centralised access arrangements
	There is currently no precedent for a West London service accessed by a single point of entry
	There is little appetite for more centralised access
	No

	Less floating support
	Slightly less housing-related support services provided on a floating support mode of delivery. West London – particularly Hillingdon – currently has relatively generous provision
	Yes: less housing-related support services provided on a floating support mode of delivery can be achieved by terminating all existing contracts and contemporaneously procuring a new West London service in a way similar to that that was undertake for the West London cross-authority single homeless person service in 2006/7. AAs would need to agree new purchasing and access arrangements.
	Less floating support provision should free-up funds for other services.


	Changes to accommodation-based services
	Authorities must meet BVPI225 and some changes to accommodation-based housing-related support services are needed – specifically a new and/or remodelled refuge for women with complex needs (mental health problems, drug or alcohol problems, etc); additional supported accommodation could generally be also encouraged. Access to be sub-regional. This would ensure more focussed and effective service provision. In some Boroughs – eg Hammersmith and Fulham – the amount of refuge accommodation should be challenged.
	Most authorities appear to meet or are nearly meeting the requirements of BVPI225

Ealing’s intention to build a refuge offers some current possibility of addressing unmet complex needs. Revenue for the service could be obtained by top-slicing each AAs programme budgets (similar to how the above-mentioned single homeless service was funded) – the money for which could be obtained from efficiency savings, also some reduction in floating support service
	Central government expects BVPI225 to be met.

Some minor local changes to supported accommodation provision are not expected to prove contentious, particularly if they increase provision.

There could be resistance to accommodating those seen as more risky on just one site.

All AAs may not be prepared to contribute to the grant funding of such a service.

There is currently no commitment by Ealing to have its intended accommodation-based service made available for cross-authority provision; or complex needs. 

	Older boys in refuges
	Refuges to accommodate older teenage boys. Womens Aid believe that they should be able to be accommodated up the age of 16.
	Most Providers say that it is not feasible to accommodate older boys without having a knock-on effect on residing-women.
	It is believed that Providers would be resistant to pressure for them to accommodate older boys in local refuges

	Period of refuge residence
	In refugees, women should be expected to move-on within 12 months. Although such an expectation might not always be realised, it would avoid an assumption in a minority of refuges that residency should extend for up to two years.
	It is quite feasible to create the expectation in refuges that move-on should occur within 12 months.
	It is thought unlikely that refuges will object to the expectation that all service users should move-on within 12 months.

	Floating support purchase
	All dedicated floating support services to be recommissioned as one cross-authority service, with a single point of access. This should achieve not only an economy of scale, but also ensure greater consistency of access; also service standards. The relationship between such a service and individual locally operated resettlement services would need to be established.
	It is unclear as to whether all AAs will be prepared to top-slice their grant commensurate with the funding-needs of a cross-authority service (though funding commensurate with mixed configuration may be achievable)
	It is unclear as to whether all AAs will be prepared to see all services currently provided on a floating support reconfigured as one service. For example a view could be taken that:

a) this presents prospective service users with no Provider choice (this was the view taken by Oxfordshire when reconfiguring their generic floating support services – with the result that they are now procuring two geographically co-terminus Providers)

b) service delivery should be less costly in some areas, and pricing schedules must subtly reflect this

If sufficient consensus cannot be secured it is possible to accept a mixed configuration – with some type of cross-authority service being supplemented by more localised arrangements.

	Accommodation-based support purchase
	All accommodation-based services to be recommissioned as two, possibly three groups of services. Generally purchasing rules require services to be tendered. This should also achieve an economy of scale and service standards
	
	Where they own or lease them, it is thought likely that some Providers would not want housing-related support to be Provided other than by themselves in their buildings. Plans to tender any service should therefore be approached cautiously and allow for extensive stakeholder dialogue. Service stability is paramount.

The fewer the new accommodation-based services there are, the more difficult it might be for smaller organisations to win contracts.

	More telecare
	More telecare type services funded through SP. Provision is currently quite limited
	Central government is currently financially pump-priming telecare type services, though the current focus is on developments for other client groups
	Telecare type services are likely to be acceptable if they are not seen to replace direct staff engagement

	Accommodation suitable for those with a physical disability
	Many disabilities can be satisfactorily responded to.

A little more supported accommodation should be made available for those with wheelchair or mobility needs. 
	Equipment can be fitted to a room for a deaf or hard-of-hearing person to alert them to a person being at their door etc.; much equipment for people who are visually impaired is portable and it should be possible to place appropriate stickers onto cookers etc. Occasionally the speed with which fitted needed equipment may frustrate acceptance of a person with a physical disability. Accompanying written information can be made available in plain English and can be in large print.
More wheelchair or mobility standard supported accommodation can prove problematic to achieve strategically, and is probably best entertained on a case-by-case basis as the opportunity arises or a case for capital funding can be made. West London targets could be set (for all supported accommodation services?) and monitored on an annual basis.
	Equipment – and training – to meet the needs of those presenting with a physical disability should generally be fairly easy to resource. Some stakeholders must acknowledge the occasional need to fast-track installation.

There is currently a commitment by all councils to provide more wheelchair or mobility standard accommodation – though it is not clear what credence would be given to West London as opposed to individual development targets

	Recourse to public fund issue
	More services for those without recourse to public funds. Currently there is almost none
	More services for those without recourse to public funds. Currently there is almost none. Non SP-funding would be needed. There is some ignorance of the issue.
	There is no known local political commitment to making additional funds available for those without recourse to public funds.

	Welfare activities
	Other sources of funds should be secured for more regular welfare activities, particularly in refuges. As AA’s budgets become more stretched it is even more important that good use is made of programme grant.
	It should not be hard to make a case for the more regular welfare activities associated with domestic violence provision being in the interests of statutory organisations – eg the council or the police. The magnitude of the revenue needed is not likely to be large.
	Providers are likely to find it difficult to consistently secure funding for the more regular welfare activities that they believe are needed – and may find that they have to make recourse to charitable funding instead

	Scope to make efficiency saving
	Efficiency savings to be secured through reduced staffing. 
	It is believed that some services are generously staffed (though non-housing related support staff confuse the picture). The ‘picture’ may be confused by the presence of staff not funded by SP – eg children’s workers.
	There is no evidence from Providers of generous staffing – though some scheme’s services do have very high staff:resident ratios – which in some instances may be justified under the Race Duty. Rather than reduced staffing, more effective deployment may be the answer

	Move on
	Young single women who have lost their accommodation through the experience of domestic violence and have had to be housing-related supported should secure timely move-on accommodation
	Permanent move-on accommodation should be able to be secured more proactively
	It is not acceptable for council’s to further prioritize the needs of young single women. The responsibility can reasonably be given to Providers to secure timely move-on accommodation for tenants.


	Reciprocal housing
	More effective reciprocal arrangements between individual West London authorities. Current arrangements could be improved upon
	It is believed that the reciprocal arrangements that exist between individual West London authorities could be more effective
	It is already recognised that reciprocal arrangements between individual West London authorities are not working as effectively as they could be

	Joined-up strategies
	Local domestic violence strategies and plans to be more joined-up with local SP strategies and plans; councils should take on more responsibility for funding services to children that compliment housing-related support services 
	Children’s Services, Safer Neighbourhood Teams, etc have a clear remit regarding vulnerable children, and the funding of services to them; local domestic violence strategies and plans could be more joined-up with local SP strategies and plans when they are updated. LAA will increasingly pull together.
	Councils generally will not be in a position to additionally fund service provision; there is a general council commitment to needing to be joined-up, ie the LAA.
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