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1.
Introduction

The Value Improvement Project (VIP) for West London aims to explore joint commissioning of Supporting People (SP) services. There are a number of drivers that have led to the development of this project including the need to:

· To secure value for money for SP services in West London;
· To address the needs of cross authority clients on a sub regional basis;
· To take account of the proposed distribution formula which may result in the redistribution of funding away from central London authorities to outer London authorities.
The VIP focuses on SP services for single homeless people, including rough sleepers, because these services are ideal for joint commissioning due to the high level of non-host referrals. The VIP will also examine the needs of ex-offenders, as a sub group of single homeless people, to understand the extent to which this client group uses services for single homeless people or rough sleepers.

As a starting point for the VIP this paper sets out the main findings of the analysis of SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers and the main characteristics of these client groups. In particular this analysis covers the following areas:

· The number of units, costs and types of services for single homeless people and rough sleepers across West London;

· The characteristics of the clients who access services for single homeless people and rough sleepers;

· Those clients whose primary client group is defined as single homeless or rough sleeper and types of services that they access; 

· A analysis of single homeless people and rough sleepers, whose secondary client group has been defined as ex-offender or mentally disordered offender;
· Those clients whose primary client group has been defined as ex-offender or mentally disordered offender and whose secondary client group is single homeless or rough sleeper.

This report provides a baseline against which jointly commissioned services can be measured in terms of outcomes, performance and price.

2. 
Supply Analysis

The analysis of supply is based on identifying services from each AA’s SPLS extract for the following client groups:

· Single homeless with support needs

· Rough sleepers

To some extent concentrating on these client groups disguises the total provision for homeless people in West London as schemes for ‘young people at risk’ and ‘people with mental health problems’ also meet the needs of homeless people. 
However, it is essential to provide a focus for the VIP and the primary client groups defined by the project plan allow the project to concentrate on designated services for single homeless people and rough sleepers of all ages.
The following summarises the provision for single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London:

	Supply in West London
	
	Accommodation based
	Floating support
	Total



	Brent 
	Single homeless
	428
	189
	617

	
	Rough sleepers
	10
	
	10

	Ealing
	Single homeless
	110
	
	110

	
	Rough sleepers
	24
	
	24

	H & Fulham
	Single homeless
	516
	80
	596

	
	Rough sleepers
	41
	
	41

	Harrow
	Single homeless
	8
	
	8

	
	Rough sleepers
	
	
	

	Hillingdon
	Single homeless
	113
	13
	126

	
	Rough sleepers
	
	
	

	Hounslow
	Single homeless
	58
	
	58

	
	Rough sleepers
	
	
	

	K & Chelsea 
	Single homeless
	571
	3
	574

	
	Rough sleepers
	33
	
	33

	TOTAL
	
	1912
	285
	2197


Altogether there are a total of 2197 units contracted by SP for single homeless people and rough sleepers. This picture is based on June 2005 SPLS data and is constantly changing as some services for single homeless people are being decommissioned or recommissioned.

The main type of accommodation based provision is supported housing, although there are 275 units that are defined as homelessness hostels. There are no residential care homes.
The services provide the following types of cover:

	Type of cover
	Units

	24 cover with night staff
	506

	24 hour cover with sleep in staff
	79

	On call staff (out of hours)
	824


2.2 
Providers

Altogether there are 39 providers of SP services for single homeless people in West London. Twenty nine of these providers work in one AA, seven work across two authorities and three work across three AAs. Some of these providers manage services for other client groups.

The types of providers can be grouped as follows:

	Type of provider
	Number of providers
	Number of units for single homeless people & rough sleepers

	RSL
	21
	1510

	LA Housing Dept
	2
	164

	Voluntary agency
	16
	523

	Total
	39
	2197


Appendix 1 shows the list of providers and the number of units for single homeless people and rough sleepers in each AA.

2.3 Cross Authority Provision
The ODPM SP funding assumes an existing level of cross authority access to SP provision. In other words the legacy funding for AAs includes funding for cross authority referrals. The ODPM carried out research to define a baseline for cross authority access for each AA, however the results proved to be patchy. The survey found that approximately 31% of single homeless people and rough sleepers accessing SP services had moved from another AA.

The ODPM has ‘formally’ designated a number cross authority SP services, but none of these are for single homeless people in West London. The ODPM guidance explains that there is no such thing as a cross authority service (apart from formally designated cross authority services) and that virtually all services should provide some cross authority access. Cross authority access to services is monitored by the ODPM using the Client Record System (CRS).
3.
Who uses the SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers?
An analysis has been carried out using the Client Record System (CRS) data on service users who accessed designated provision for single homeless people and rough sleepers during 2004 (this provision is designated in the sense that it has been contracted for these specific client groups). The CRS collects information all new service users that access SP services (new starts).

Some of the service users accessing these services did not fall into the primary client groups ‘single homeless’ and ‘rough sleepers’. As the VIP is focused on these client groups Chapter 4 provides a much more detailed analysis of the characteristics of these clients.

As the Service ID numbers used by the CRS are different to the ID number shown in the SPLS extract the reports from the CRS database have had to be reconciled with the services that were in management during 2004. 

3.1 
Access to SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers

Altogether there were 1,300 new starts to services for single homeless people and rough sleepers during the year. Of these new starts 781 were defined as single homeless people and 79 as rough sleepers (a total of 66% of the new starts). Although the new starts (1,300) to these services are greater than the number of annual departures (1,117) this can largely be explained by the fact that some services closed during 04/05 (e.g. decanted for refurbishment) and no departure data was available.
 Host and non host  referrals

The table below shows the number of host and non-host referrals to these services. A total of 24% of the referrals to these services were non-host during 2004, although the percentage does vary for each authority. Kensington and Chelsea and Hammersmith and Fulham provided a high proportion of non-host referrals which reflects the fact that these authorities have a substantial level of provision for single homeless people and rough sleepers, which attracts referrals from other authorities. 

Host and non host referrals to services for single homeless people and rough sleepers
	Local Authority
	Number of Host referrals
	Total Non-Host referrals
	Non host referrals as % of total referrals

	Brent
	265
	49
	16%

	Ealing
	182
	13
	7%

	H & Fulham
	230
	94
	29%

	Harrow
	21
	3
	12%

	Hillingdon
	87
	16
	16%

	Hounslow
	18
	9
	33%

	K & Chelsea
	184
	129
	41%

	W. London total
	987
	313
	24%


The tables below show the inward and outward migration of clients to services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in the West London sub region.

Outward migration from West London authorities to SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers authorities in other West London authorities (2004)
	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 

Outward migration


	BRENT
	
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	3
	8

	EALG
	0
	
	9
	0
	3
	2
	21
	35

	H&F
	4
	1
	
	0
	2
	2
	19
	28

	HAR’W
	2
	0
	0
	
	1
	0
	1
	4

	HLGDN
	0
	4
	0
	1
	
	4
	0
	9

	HOUNS
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	
	0
	5

	RBKC
	1
	1
	15
	0
	0
	0
	
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	106


Inward migration from West London authorities to SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers authorities in other West London authorities (2004)
	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 

Inward migration


	BRENT
	
	0
	4
	2
	0
	0
	1
	7

	EALG.
	1
	
	1
	0
	4
	0
	1
	7

	H&F
	3
	9
	
	0
	0
	0
	15
	27

	HAR’W
	0
	0
	0
	
	1
	0
	0
	1

	HLGDN
	1
	3
	2
	1
	
	5
	0
	12

	HOUNS.
	0
	2
	2
	0
	4
	
	0
	8

	RBKC
	3
	21
	19
	1
	0
	0
	
	44

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	106


The first table above illustrates that Ealing, Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea generate the greatest levels of non host referrals to other West London authorities. However this needs to be compared with the second table which shows that Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea provide the greatest level of inward migration to their services.
The following table provides a more detailed analysis of non-host referrals, including those from other London authorities and outside of London.

Location of previous accommodation of non-host referrals to SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London 
	 
	Brent
	Ealing
	H&F
	Harrow
	H'lldon
	Hounsl
	K&C
	Total

	Barnet
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	2
	4

	Barking & Dagenham
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1

	Bexley
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1

	Brent
	 
	1
	3
	 
	1
	 
	3
	8

	Camden
	9
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	12
	22

	City of London
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3

	Croydon
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	1

	Ealing
	 
	 
	9
	 
	3
	2
	21
	35

	Enfield
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1

	Hackney
	3
	 
	4
	 
	1
	 
	1
	9

	Hammersmith and Fulham
	4
	1
	 
	 
	2
	2
	19
	28

	Haringey
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3

	Harrow
	2
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	4

	Hillingdon
	 
	4
	 
	1
	 
	4
	 
	9

	Hounslow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5
	 
	 
	5

	Islington
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	3

	Kensington & Chelsea
	1
	1
	15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	17

	Lambeth
	3
	1
	3
	 
	 
	 
	8
	15

	Lewisham
	2
	 
	7
	 
	 
	 
	1
	10

	Newham
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2

	Richmond Upon Thames
	 
	 
	4
	 
	 
	 
	2
	6

	Southwark
	3
	 
	2
	 
	1
	 
	9
	15

	Sutton
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1

	Tower Hamlets
	2
	 
	3
	2
	 
	 
	2
	9

	Waltham Forest
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1

	Wandsworth
	10
	 
	4
	 
	 
	 
	2
	16

	Westminster
	3
	1
	25
	 
	 
	 
	29
	58

	Outside of London
	1
	2
	3
	 
	1
	 
	4
	11

	Outside of UK
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	7
	7

	Not given
	 
	 
	6
	 
	 
	 
	2
	8

	
	49
	13
	94
	3
	16
	9
	129
	313


The above table shows that there were 181 non-host referrals to West London from other London authorities outside the West London sub region, with 106 non-host referrals between the authorities within the sub region (the remaining 26 were either from outside of London or no information was given).
The pattern of non-host referrals suggests that the majority of non-host referrals take place between neighbouring authorities for instance between Hammersmith and Fulham, Kensington and Chelsea and Westminster; between Ealing, Hammersmith and Fulham and Kensington and Chelsea; and between Brent and Camden. There is also a strong link between authorities that run immediately north and south of the river, for instance there is a significant number of non-host referrals from Southwark and Lambeth to Kensington and Chelsea. 

This pattern tends to be repeated for the outer London boroughs of Hillingdon Hounslow and Harrow. However, there appears to be very little movement from these boroughs to services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in the inner London boroughs within the sub region.
3.2
Client groups

As SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers meet a wide range of needs the CRS client group data was analysed to establish an indication of the main primary needs. 

The table below shows that a significant number of clients were defined as falling into other client groups, as their main presenting need was related to other factors such as mental health problems. These individuals may have required accommodation and support, but were not considered to be primarily single and homeless or sleeping rough.
	 Primary client group
	Brent
	Eal'g
	H&F
	H'rw
	Hill
	Houn
	K&C

	Older people
	7
	0
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Older people mental health
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Frail elderly
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Mental health problems
	28
	8
	27
	0
	5
	0
	35

	Learning disabilities
	2
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Physical or sensory disability
	3
	1
	9
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Single homeless
	169
	153
	164
	23
	58
	27
	187

	Alcohol problems
	16
	0
	19
	0
	0
	0
	6

	Drug problems
	16
	1
	16
	0
	3
	0
	11

	Offenders
	5
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mentally disordered offenders
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Young people at risk
	31
	2
	3
	0
	12
	0
	31

	Young people leaving care
	5
	13
	2
	1
	12
	0
	0

	Women at risk of DV
	5
	0
	7
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Homeless families
	3
	0
	9
	0
	5
	0
	0

	Refugees
	6
	1
	5
	0
	2
	0
	9

	Teenage parent
	2
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Rough sleeper
	11
	5
	49
	0
	2
	0
	12

	Traveller (from outside UK)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	8

	Generic complex needs
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13

	
	314
	195
	324
	24
	103
	27
	313


The following chart provides an overview across all the authorities for services single homeless people and rough sleepers. It shows that about 60% of the clients accessing these services were defined as ‘single homeless’, while 8% were defined as ‘people with mental health problems’ and 6% as ‘young people at risk’. Interestingly a significant number of young people leaving care were referred to services for single homeless people. Very few clients were defined as offenders (less than 1%), although this is not surprising as clients are unlikely to disclose their offending history unless they have been referred by the Probation service. 
Primary client group of service users who accessed SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London
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Chapter 4 of this report provides a detailed picture of clients whose primary client group is ‘single homeless’ or ‘rough sleeper’, including an analysis of their secondary clients groups and other characteristics. Taken together with the data in this chapter the analysis has found that 66% of all ‘single homeless’ clients and 80% of all ‘rough sleeper’ clients accessed services designated for single homeless people or rough sleepers. This means that a high proportion of single homeless people access other types of SP services (e.g. those designated for ‘young people at risk’).

3.3
Statutory frameworks

An analysis was carried out of those clients who had accessed the statutory frameworks in the table below to find out the level of support received from elsewhere and the extent to which clients had contact with the Probation service.

Clients who have been accepted under a statutory framework

	 
	Brent
	Eal'g
	H&F
	H'rw
	Hill
	Houn
	K&C
	Total

	Care management
	8
	15
	30
	0
	27
	0
	5
	85

	CPA
	10
	6
	28
	0
	0
	4
	2
	50

	Probation
	14
	1
	7
	2
	8
	5
	0
	37

	Stat homeless
	163
	122
	37
	10
	54
	3
	119
	508

	Higher risk
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	CPA enhanced
	12
	4
	5
	0
	1
	0
	2
	24

	MAPPA
	11
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13


The most significant statutory framework that applied to clients was that of the Homelessness Act 2002. This is not surprising as clients who have been accepted as in priority need may also be temporarily accommodated in SP provision. 
Approximately 70% of the clients who were defined as ‘people with mental health problems’ (as a primary client group) were under the Care Programme Approach (see Chapter 4 where an analysis of secondary client group data shows a much larger group of people with mental health problems with limited access to the CPA). 
Some clients were under the supervision of the Probation service (about 3%). There may be a larger group of individuals who have had a history of offending, although this is not usually declared at the point of access. Although there is a significant number of individuals who are under MAPPA they are almost entirely accommodated in a single service managed by a specialist provider of services for single homeless people with complex needs.

The table below shows the proportion of clients under a statutory framework as a percentage of all clients who accessed these services during 2004.

Percentage of client who are under a statutory framework
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4. 
Single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London

Although single homeless people and rough sleepers will generally access designated services for single homeless people and rough sleepers, many access other types of SP services. This analysis therefore examines the characteristics of all those clients whose primary client group has been defined as ‘single homeless’ or ‘rough sleeper’, irrespective of the type of service they accessed.

It is important to point out that people who are defined as other client groups may also be homeless. For instance a young homeless person may be defined as a ‘young person at risk’ rather than ‘single homeless’. This is largely to do with the type of service that an individual accesses – a Foyer may classify all its clients as ‘young people at risk’ while the same clients may be classified as ‘single homeless’ by designated provision for single homeless people. Therefore, the issue of homelessness is much broader than solely those individuals whose primary client group has been defined as ‘single homeless’ or ‘rough sleeper’.
We have carried out an analysis of the client record data for all those clients that accessed SP services during 2004 (1st January to 31st December) and were defined as ‘single homeless’ or ‘rough sleeper. This period provides for a full dataset while the more recent period (2004/05) contains incomplete data. 
4.1
Single Homeless People

During 2004 the total number of ‘single homeless’ clients who accessed all types SP services in West London was 1,175.

Host and non-host referrals

The analysis below shows the level of host and non-host referrals for each West London authority, with average levels of non-host referrals at 27%. This closely corresponds with the findings of the West London cross authority strategy statement which shows the average level of non-host referrals as 25.5%.
	Local Authority
	Number of Host referrals
	Total Non-Host referrals
	Non host referrals as % of total referrals

	Brent
	218
	38
	15%

	Ealing
	188
	29
	13%

	H & Fulham
	137
	74
	35%

	Harrow
	38
	5
	11%

	Hillingdon
	68
	26
	27%

	Hounslow
	61
	15
	20%

	K & Chelsea
	153
	125
	45%

	W. London total
	863
	312
	27%


An analysis was carried out on the level of inward and outward migration of single homeless clients across West London. It important to understand the extent to which clients from one authority use provision in another authority. This is shown below for the West London authorities.
Single homeless people – outward migration from West London authorities to SP services in other West London authorities (2004)

	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 

Outward migration


	BRENT
	
	2
	4
	1
	1
	0
	5
	13

	EALG
	0
	
	6
	0
	5
	3
	19
	33

	H&F
	3
	6
	
	0
	1
	2
	9
	21

	HAR’W
	1
	2
	0
	
	2
	0
	1
	6

	HLGDN
	0
	3
	0
	1
	
	4
	0
	8

	HOUNS
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	
	0
	10

	RBKC
	1
	1
	15
	0
	0
	0
	
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	108


Single homeless people –inward migration to West London authorities from other West London authorities (2004)

	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 

Inward migration


	BRENT
	
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	5

	EALG.
	2
	
	6
	2
	3
	0
	1
	14

	H&F
	4
	6
	
	0
	0
	1
	15
	26

	HAR’W
	1
	0
	0
	
	1
	0
	0
	2

	HLGDN
	1
	5
	1
	2
	
	9
	0
	18

	HOUNS.
	0
	3
	2
	0
	4
	
	0
	9

	RBKC
	5
	19
	9
	1
	0
	0
	
	34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	108


Altogether a total of 108 single homeless people moved from one West London authority to obtain services in another West London authority. The CRS asks for the authority where the individual was living immediately prior to accessing the SP service.

The following table shows a London wide overview of migration patterns to and from West London
	
	Inward
migration to West L
	Outward migration from West L

	Barnet
	2
	2

	Barking & Dagenham
	2
	1

	Bexley
	1
	0

	Bromley
	0
	1

	Camden
	16
	26

	City of London
	3
	0

	Croydon
	2
	0

	Enfield
	1
	1

	Greenwich
	0
	3

	Hackney
	5
	11

	Haringey
	5
	3

	Islington
	9
	11

	Lambeth
	19
	12

	Lewisham
	8
	2

	Merton
	1
	3

	Newham
	4
	1

	Richmond Upon Thames
	7
	0

	Southwark
	11
	11

	Tower Hamlets
	5
	9

	Waltham Forest
	0
	2

	Wandsworth
	4
	4

	Westminster
	75
	69

	
	180
	172


The data shows a net inward migration of single homeless people to SP services in West London from other London authorities, although there appears to be a considerable level of the reciprocated referrals.  
Although there is a net inward migration to West London from other London authorities, overall there is a net outward migration of single homeless people from West London to all authorities outside the sub-region (including those outside of London), as shown in the table below
	Inward migration to West London
	204

	Outward migration from West London
	252


This picture is presented in more detail in the table below

	
	Inward
migration to West L


	Outward migration from West L

	Other London authorities
	180
	172

	Birmingham
	0
	2

	Essex
	0
	3

	Hampshire
	4
	0

	Hertfordshire
	3
	39

	Leeds
	0
	3

	Manchester
	0
	2

	Milton Keynes
	0
	4

	Slough
	2
	3

	Swindon
	0
	5

	Other non-London authorities 
	5
	19

	Outside of UK
	2
	0

	Not given
	8
	0

	
	204
	252


The CRS data shows a considerable amount of movement between neighbouring authorities, both within the West London group authorities as well as between neighbouring authorities outside of the sub region. This is illustrated in the following table showing groups of authorities where there is the greatest amount of movement.
	Westminster, Brent, Kensington & Chelsea, and Hammersmith & Fulham

	Brent, Kensington & Chelsea, and Camden

	Hammersmith & Fulham,  Kensington & Chelsea, and Ealing

	Kensington & Chelsea, Lambeth, and Southwark

	Hillingdon, Ealing, and Harrow

	Harrow and Hertfordshire

	Hounslow, Hillingdon, and Ealing


Although there is a considerable amount of movement between these groups of  authorities there is little evidence from the CRS data of a substantial level of migration from the outer ring of authorities (Harrow, Hillingdon and Hounslow) to the inner London authorities in the sub region (Hammersmith & Fulham and Kensington & Chelsea). However, there is anecdotal evidence to suggest that there is some movement of single homeless people from these authorities to hostel provision in inner London.

Client characteristics  

The following provides an understanding of the characteristics of single homeless who accessed SP services in West London during 2004. Most of the SP services accessed are designated for single homeless people, while some are designated for other primary group client groups e.g. young people at risk.
Age of clients
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There is a high proportion of young people who are defined as ‘single homeless people’. In practice this means that there is a considerable overlap between the client groups ‘single homeless people’ and ‘young people at risk’.
Sex of clients
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The majority of single homeless people accessing SP services are male.

Ethnic origin of clients
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Single homeless people are mainly White British in origin, although there is also a significant proportion of clients whose ethnic origin is Black African and Black Caribbean.
Secondary client group
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Within the CRS it is possible to define up to three secondary client groups for each individual. The most significant secondary client group for those with the primary client group ‘single homeless’ were:
· young people at risk

· mental health problems

· generic/complex needs

Pathways into services

The analysis of the client record data can show the pathways into services including the referral sources, the statutory frameworks under which individuals had been accepted and the previous accommodation of clients.
Referral Source
	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 


	Overall

Total

	Source of referral
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	

	Noms LA
	19
	3
	68
	2
	4
	0
	1
	0
	9
	3
	10
	1
	31
	4
	 142
	14
	155

	Housing dept
	 106
	1
	35
	2
	18
	2
	26
	1
	5
	2
	34
	5
	56
	6
	 280
	18
	299

	Social serv
	24
	0
	9
	2
	6
	0
	0
	0
	14
	3
	1
	0
	4
	0
	58
	5
	63

	Probation
	13
	0
	12
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	3
	6
	30
	13
	43

	CMHT
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	4

	Vol agency
	24
	17
	28
	10
	70
	51
	2
	2
	23
	10
	2
	3
	11
	46
	 160
	 139
	299

	Self referral
	10
	2
	26
	4
	6
	4
	1
	1
	3
	0
	5
	1
	5
	8
	56
	20
	76

	HOMES
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Internal Tran
	3
	6
	10
	1
	20
	6
	8
	0
	5
	3
	1
	0
	31
	29
	78
	45
	123

	RSL
	3
	0
	0
	3
	2
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	7
	9
	16

	Health/GP
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	5
	1
	6

	YOT
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	4

	Police
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	11
	9
	0
	2
	9
	4
	0
	1
	9
	5
	2
	1
	9
	25
	40
	47
	87


The above table shows that housing departments and voluntary agencies are the main sources of referrals to SP services for single homeless people in West London. In addition a significant number are nominated by the housing authority, although it is possible that some of these may not be through a formal nomination route and may instead be housing department referrals. Taking housing department referrals/nominations as a whole this means that over 38% of clients are referred through the housing authority route, while about 25% are referred through voluntary agencies.
The proportion of referrals from different agencies does depend on the extent to which an AA has centralised the referral and placement process. Even where authorities have a central team for assessing and placing individuals in SP services there is still considerable scope for providers to receive cross authority referrals from other agencies.
Statutory frameworks
	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 


	Overall

Total

	Statutory framewks
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	

	Care mgt
	14
	1
	2
	3
	5
	1
	3
	0
	9
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	  36
	6
	42

	CPA 
	10
	2
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0
	2
	0
	  23
	2
	25

	Probation
	9
	3
	2
	3
	8
	3
	2
	0
	5
	2
	5
	4
	1
	2
	32
	17
	49

	Stat homel’ss
	 116
	11
	 129
	9
	56
	29
	27
	3
	31
	3
	28
	6
	70
	59
	 457
	 120
	577

	Higher risk
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CPA enhan
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	   6
	   4
	10

	MAPPA
	4
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	5


The above table shows that of those clients that have been accepted under a statutory framework the vast majority are in priority need under Homelessness legislation. The table shows that about 49% of single homeless people accessing SP services in West London had been accepted in priority need during 2004. Although this figure is roughly equivalent to the number of referrals/nominations from housing departments (38%), it is unlikely that all these individuals have been accepted for rehousing under the Homelessness Act 2002. The figure may include clients that providers consider to be in priority need, as well as those accepted as in priority need.
About 4% of ‘single homeless’ clients are under the supervision of the Probation service and a small number of these are under MAPPA. Although the secondary client group data showed that almost 10% of clients where defined as ‘people with mental health problems’ less than 3% of clients received services under the Care Programme Approach.
Previous accommodation
	
	BRENT
	EALG
	H&F          
	HAR’W
	HLGDN
	HOUNS
	RBKC
	 Total 


	Overall

Total

	Previous accomm
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	Host
	Non-Host
	

	LA tenant
	4
	0
	4
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1
	0
	0
	  16
	3
	19

	RSL tenant
	    0
	1
	10
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	  14
	4
	18

	Private rent
	8
	1
	4
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	2
	0
	16
	5
	21

	Tied
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Owner occu
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Supported H
	11
	6
	9
	4
	7
	1
	16
	0
	25
	2
	5
	1
	17
	15
	  90
	  29
	119

	Direct access
	10
	11
	2
	5
	39
	39
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	40
	45
	92
	 101
	193

	Sheltered
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	4
	1
	5

	Care Home
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	3

	Hospital
	7
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	16
	1
	17

	Prison
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	3
	6
	7
	8
	15

	Probat’n host
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	7
	1
	8

	Children hme
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0
	5

	B&B
	71
	0
	18
	1
	17
	0
	1
	0
	3
	2
	19
	0
	21
	5
	 150
	8
	158

	Short life
	9
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	11
	4
	15

	Family
	26
	1
	46
	7
	13
	5
	5
	1
	11
	6
	14
	4
	17
	8
	 132
	32
	164

	Friends
	12
	7
	48
	4
	21
	7
	2
	2
	14
	3
	2
	5
	20
	18
	 119
	46
	165

	Other temp
	25
	3
	2
	1
	2
	4
	5
	1
	3
	0
	5
	0
	9
	3
	51
	12
	63

	Rough sl
	11
	5
	30
	2
	29
	12
	0
	0
	5
	2
	5
	2
	14
	23
	94
	46
	140

	Other
	12
	2
	7
	1
	4
	3
	1
	1
	1
	4
	1
	0
	3
	0
	29
	11
	40

	Missing data
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	7
	0
	7


Over 25% of single homeless people have moved into an SP services from supported housing or direct access accommodation. About 14% of clients were living in bed and breakfast accommodation prior to accessing an SP service and it is possible that this figure may include individuals who have been accepted as in priority need. About 28% of individuals had previously been living with family or friends before moving into an SP service 

The above table shows that about 12% of single homeless people were sleeping rough immediately before accessing a service. This demonstrates that there is an overlap between the client groups ‘single homeless people’ and ‘rough sleepers’
4.2 
Rough Sleepers

During 2004 the total number of ‘rough sleeper’ clients who accessed all types of SP services in West London was 99.
Host and non host referrals

The table below shows the number of host and non-host referrals. The table shows that most ‘rough sleeper’ referrals to SP services in West London were host referrals. 
	Local Authority
	Number of Host referrals
	Total Non-Host referrals
	Non host referrals as % of total referrals

	Brent
	9
	3
	25%

	Ealing
	7
	1
	13%

	H & Fulham
	39
	10
	20%

	Harrow
	0
	0
	-

	Hillingdon
	12
	4
	25%

	Hounslow
	0
	0
	-

	K & Chelsea
	9
	5
	35%

	W. London total
	76
	23
	23%


There may be some difficulties classifying these types of referrals for rough sleepers. In particular, some rough sleepers may be counted as ‘host’ where they were ‘bedded down’ on the streets in the same authority area as the SP service, even though they may have originated from another authority.

The table below shows the level of inward and outward migration to each West London authority. There were only six cross authority referrals between the West London authorities.
	
	Outward migration 
	Inward migration 

	BRENT
	16
	3

	EALG
	17
	1

	H&F
	15
	10

	HAR’W
	5
	0

	HLGDN
	0
	4

	HOUNS
	5
	0

	RBKC
	10
	5

	Total
	68
	23


There is a net outward migration of rough sleepers from the West London authorities to all other authorities (including those in West London). The same picture emerges when data is analysed for outward migration to the authorities outside of West London area -  this means that there is a net outward migration of rough sleepers from the West London sub region. 
The table below provides a more detailed analysis of the outward migration of rough sleepers to all authorities
Outward migration
	 
	Brent
	Ealing
	H&F
	Harrow
	H'lldon
	Hounsl
	K&C
	Total

	Birmingham
	 
	1
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Brent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Cambridgeshire
	 
	 
	2
	 
	
	 
	 
	2

	Camden
	3
	2
	2
	 
	
	 
	 
	7

	Ealing
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Gloucestershire
	 
	1
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Hackney
	1
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	2
	4

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	 
	1
	 
	 
	
	 
	2
	3

	Hampshire
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	1
	 
	1

	Harrow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Hereforshire
	 
	 
	 
	4
	
	 
	 
	4

	Hillingdon
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	2
	 
	2

	Hounslow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Kensington & Chelsea
	 
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Peterborough
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Rebridge
	4
	 
	4
	 
	
	 
	 
	8

	Southampton
	 
	 
	 
	1
	
	 
	 
	1

	Surrey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	1
	 
	1

	Tower Hamlets
	3
	 
	2
	 
	
	 
	2
	7

	Waltham Forest
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	1
	1

	Wandsworth
	 
	1
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	2

	Westminster
	4
	11
	2
	 
	
	1
	3
	21

	
	16
	17
	15
	5
	0
	5
	10
	68


Of those rough sleepers who migrated from the West London authorities to other authorities the vast majority (nearly 60%) had been sleeping rough immediately prior to accessing an SP service, while 16% has been living in direct access accommodation (the others had been mainly living with friends).  
The table below provides more detailed information on the inward migration to West London and between the West London authorities.
Inward migration
	 
	Brent
	Ealing
	H&F
	Harrow
	H'lldon
	Hounsl
	K&C
	Total

	Brent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Camden
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Ealing
	 
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Enfield
	 
	1
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	1
	1

	Haringey
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Harrow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Hillingdon
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0

	Hounslow
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 
	2

	Kensington & Chelsea
	 
	 
	2
	 
	
	 
	 
	2

	Lambeth
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	1
	1

	Lewisham
	 
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Richmond Upon Thames
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	2

	Slough
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	1

	Southwark
	 
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Waltham Forest
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	1
	1

	Wandsworth
	 
	 
	1
	 
	
	 
	 
	1

	Westminster
	1
	 
	3
	 
	
	 
	2
	6

	Not given
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	
	3
	1
	10
	0
	0
	0
	5
	23


Client characteristics
The following charts summarise the client characteristics of those rough sleepers who accessed SP services in West London. The vast majority were male (87%).

Age of rough sleepers
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The vast majority of rough sleepers were over the age of 30 (70%). However there was also a significant group of rough sleepers between the ages of 18 and 24 (25%). 

Ethnic origin of rough sleepers
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Over 40% of rough sleepers were White British and 17% White Irish. There were however about 12% who were of Black African origin and 9% of Black Caribbean origin.

Secondary client group of rough sleepers
[image: image9.emf]0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00 30.00 35.00 40.00

%

Older people

Frail elderly

Mental health problems

Learning disablities

Physical or sensory disability

Single homeless

Alcohol problems

Drug problems

Offenders

Mentally disordered offenders

Young people at risk

Young people leaving care

Women at risk of DV

Homeless families

Refugees

Teenage parent

Generic complex needs


The CRS allows a choice of up to three secondary client groups. The secondary client group data shows that a significant proportion of rough sleepers had other needs, in particular 
· 36% had alcohol problems 

· 21% had drug problems.

· 5% had mental health problems

· 5% had physical or sensory disabilities
Pathways into services
The following charts show the pathways into SP services for rough sleepers. These charts show the referrals sources, the statutory frameworks under which individuals had been accepted and the previous accommodation of clients.
Referral agency
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The vast majority of rough sleepers are referred by voluntary organisations. Voluntary organisations tend to employ most of the outreach workers who have contact with people sleeping rough.

Statutory Frameworks
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A small proportion of rough sleepers had been accepted by statutory frameworks (about 16% has been accepted as in priority needs under homelessness legislation). Four service users were subject to MAPPA.

Previous accommodation
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Not surprisingly the majority of service users were sleeping rough immediately prior to accessing SP services. Some clients had left direct access accommodation, or temporary accommodation, with nowhere to go.

4.3 Homelessness and ex-offenders 

We examined the data on access to SP services by homeless ex-offenders as follows:

· single homeless people and rough sleepers who were also ex-offenders;
· ex-offenders who were also homeless;
· mentally disordered offenders who were also homeless.
Single homeless people who are also offenders
The data from the CRS was analysed to find out how many single homeless people were from an offending background or were at risk of offending. This analysis was carried by examining the secondary client groups of service users who had been defined as ‘single homeless’ and had accessed SP services during 2004. 
Providers can choose more than one secondary client group, thus for an individual with a primary client group of ‘single homeless’ it is possible, for example, to select ‘offender’, ‘drug problems’ and ‘mental health problems’ as secondary client groups.
This analysis showed the following:

	Local Authority
	Total number of single homeless referrals
	Number of offenders as a sub group
	Number of mentally disordered offenders as a sub group
	Offenders as a % of total single homeless

referrals

	Brent
	256
	14
	2
	6%

	Ealing
	217
	7
	0
	3%

	H & Fulham
	211
	7
	0
	3%

	Harrow
	43
	1
	0
	2%

	Hillingdon
	94
	8
	0
	8%

	Hounslow
	76
	10
	0
	13%

	K & Chelsea
	278
	1
	0
	Less than 1%

	W. London total
	1175
	48
	2
	4%


This data shows that there is a low percentage of offenders amongst those clients whose primary client group is ‘single homeless’. This is partly due to the fact that single homeless people, who have offended in past, are reluctant to disclose this information when they access a SP service. 
The table below shows a similar analysis for rough sleepers.

	Local Authority
	Total number of rough sleeper referrals
	Number of offenders as a sub group
	Number of mentally disordered offenders as a sub group
	Offenders as a % of total rough sleeper

referrals

	Brent
	12
	0
	0
	0%

	Ealing
	8
	0
	0
	0%

	H & Fulham
	49
	0
	0
	0%

	Harrow
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	Hillingdon
	16
	0
	0
	0%

	Hounslow
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	K & Chelsea
	14
	0
	0
	0%

	W. London total
	99
	0
	0
	0%


As with single homeless clients, rough sleepers are likely to be reluctant to disclose an offending background.
Offenders who become homeless

The CRS data has been analysed to identify those clients whose primary client group is ‘offender or at risk of offending’. This primary client group is usually selected where an individual has been referred by Probation, or is under the supervision of Probation. Although this primary client group is outside of the scope of the VIP, the data analysed provides useful contextual information about the proportion of ex-offenders who are also defined as ‘single homeless’.
Altogether 101 offenders accessed SP provision in West London during 2004. The table below shows the number of host and non-host clients whose primary client group is ‘offender or at risk of offending’.

	Local Authority
	Total number of host offender referrals
	Total number of non-host offender referrals 
	Non host referrals as % of total  offender referrals

	Brent
	18
	4
	18%

	Ealing
	37
	3
	7.5%

	H & Fulham
	5
	1
	16%

	Harrow
	0
	0
	-

	Hillingdon
	0
	0
	-

	Hounslow
	3
	1
	25%

	K & Chelsea
	22
	7
	24%

	W. London total
	85
	16
	16%


The Probation service reported that ex-offenders who are discharged from prison generally return to their host authority, as they are required to report to their local Probation service (where they are under supervision). As such SP services largely provide access to offenders who are host referrals. 
However, a proportion of offenders do need to move from their host authority to SP provision in another authority and these will be defined as non-host referrals – often these referrals are made for community safety reasons. A total of 16 non-host offender referrals were accepted by SP services within West London (over 60% of which came from outside the West London area). There was also an outward migration of 10 offender referrals to other authorities outside the West London area (all of these were London authorities).
Analysis of the CRS data shows that a high proportion of offenders referred to SP services were also defined as ‘single homeless’ or ‘rough sleeper’ (34% and 20% respectively). This is broken down by AA in the table below:
	Local Authority
	Total number of offender referrals
(primary client group)
	Percentage of single homeless 

(secondary

client group)
	Percentage of rough sleepers

(secondary

client group)

	Brent
	22
	45%
	41%

	Ealing
	40
	20%
	2.5%

	H & Fulham
	6
	33%
	17%

	Harrow
	0
	0
	0

	Hillingdon
	0
	0
	0

	Hounslow
	4
	75%
	0

	K & Chelsea
	29
	34%
	31%

	W. London total
	101
	34%
	20%


Only 11% of offender referrals to SP services had been accepted as statutorily homeless.
Mentally disordered offenders

The number of mentally disordered offenders who accessed SP services during 2004 is relatively small. 
	Local Authority
	Total number of host mentally disordered offender referrals
	Total number of non-host mentally disordered offender referrals 
	Number under MAPPA or CPA enhanced
	Number of single homeless 

	Brent
	6
	0
	2
	5

	Ealing
	4
	0
	1
	0

	H & Fulham
	2
	0
	0
	0

	Harrow
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hillingdon
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hounslow
	0
	0
	0
	0

	K & Chelsea
	1
	0
	1
	1

	W. London total
	13
	0
	4
	6


The data shows that 46% were also defined as ‘single homeless’. There was no outward migration of mentally disordered offenders.
High risk offenders

Those individuals who are assessed as most high risk are subject to the Multi Agency Public Protection Arrangements (MAPPA). The number of ‘offenders’ and ‘mentally disordered offenders’ who are subject to MAPPA and who have accessed SP services are shown below. 
	Local Authority
	Total number of host MAPPA referrals
	Total number of non-host MAPPA referrals 
	Number of mentally disordered MAPPA referrals (all host)
	Total MAPPA referrals

	Brent
	2
	0
	2
	4

	Ealing
	0
	0
	0
	0

	H & Fulham
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Harrow
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hillingdon
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hounslow
	2
	0
	0
	2

	K & Chelsea
	8
	2
	1
	11

	16


In addition to the MAPPA clients in the above table, the CRS data shows that five ‘single homeless’ clients and four ‘rough sleeper’ clients were also subject to MAPPA. Altogether 25 MAPPA clients accessed SP services of which 13 ended up in provision for single homeless people (9 of which lived in a specialist service) and 12 ended up in specific offender schemes.

The Probation service has informed us that most MAPPA offenders end up in the regional approved premises managed by the Probation service (in Ealing), but there needs to be a more structured approach to match  the needs of ex-offenders to SP services (as some clients are high risk and others are not). 
5.
Performance and outcomes

Data from the performance workbooks, for services for single homeless people and rough sleepers, was extracted into a database. Currently this database contains data on 2,177 units which is 99% of the total provision in West London for these client groups.

Data has been extracted for the full year 2004/05. The vast majority of returns provide cumulative data for the full year, although there are a few returns which show the cumulative position to the end of Quarter 3 (this does not affect the calculation of the percentages for the PIs).
5.1 
Performance
The following provides a summary of the performance information from the workbooks. This data has been cleaned.
Availability

Accommodation based SP services for ‘single homeless people’ and ‘rough sleepers’ were 91% available during the period. 


Utilisation

The average utilisation level for accommodation based services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London shows a 94% occupancy level. The SPLS extract data for February shows a national picture of 93% utilisation levels for accommodation based services for single homeless people and 92% for rough sleepers.
The average utilisation levels for floating support services for single homeless people and rough sleepers in West London is 89%. 

Staffing Levels

The staffing levels show an average of 94% across these services in West London. This data has been cleaned as some providers were showing staffing levels that did not take account of annual leave entitlement resulting in figures well in excess of 100% over an annual period - where this was the case these figures were brought down to 100%. Some providers do not appear to be using their staffing timesheets to provide accurate information for the staffing returns.

Throughput

The percentage throughput was 140% during the period (including existing service users). Using the data we also calculated a turnover figure of 51%, which would indicate that over the year 1,120 service users departed.
The SPLS extract data for February shows a national picture of 43% turnover for all services for single homeless people and 63% for all services for rough sleepers.
5.2 
Outcomes


The performance returns show that during 2004 1,117 people departed from services for ‘single homeless people’ and ‘rough sleepers’. 
The outcomes for service users departing from short term services are as follows:
	Staying with friends 
	20

	 Staying with family members 
	42

	 Bed & breakfast 
	21

	 Supported housing 
	150

	 Sheltered housing 
	8

	 Moved into a care home 
	2

	 Owner occupier 
	0

	 Renting privately owned accommodation 
	44

	 RSL tenancy (general needs) 
	126

	 Local authority tenancy (general needs) 
	138

	 Returned to previous home 
	11

	 Entered hospital (not for long term care) 
	9

	 Committed suicide 
	0

	 Taken into custody 
	28

	 Sleeping rough 
	6

	 Entered a long stay hospital or hospice 
	1

	 Entered an acute psychiatric hospital 
	1

	 Not known 
	205

	 Total short term departures 
	812


62% of service users who departed from short term services made a planned move. The SPLS extract data for February shows a national picture of 49% planned moves for homelessness hostels and 66% for supported housing (all client groups).
The outcomes for service users ceasing to use long term services are as follows:

	Completed support programme 
	72

	 To independent housing 
	99

	 To sheltered housing 
	11

	 To long-term supported housing 
	12

	 Died 
	4

	 Committed suicide 
	0

	 Taken into custody 
	0

	 To a long-stay hospital or hospice 
	2

	 To an acute psychiatric hospital 
	3

	 To a care home 
	2

	 To a nursing care home 
	1

	 To short-term supported housing  
	8

	 Evicted 
	6

	 Abandoned tenancy 
	9

	 Unknown / lost contact 
	76

	 Long-term departures 
	305


Altogether 86% of long term service users had established and maintained independent living (including existing service users). However, when the departure data is analysed separately it shows that 65% of service users continued to live independently once they had ceased to use the SP service. The SPLS extract data for February shows that for long term supported housing 96% of service users had established and maintained independent living while 62% of departures continued to live independently (for all client groups).
6.
Analysis of Contract price
The total SP contract value of services in West London for single homeless people and rough sleepers is £13,384,444. There are some services that closed and are undergoing re-modelling or major repairs and are not included in the contract value shown in this report.

	AAs
	Contract value
	Number of units
	Price per unit

	Brent 
	£4,681,797
	627
	£144

	Ealing
	£897,878
	134
	£129

	H & Fulham
	£4,189,677
	637
	£126

	Harrow
	£37,042
	8
	£89

	Hillingdon
	£943,866
	126
	£144

	Hounslow
	£356,894
	58
	£118

	K & Chelsea 
	£2,321,868
	607
	£74

	TOTAL
	£13,429,019
	2197
	£118


Unit cost
The Robson Rhodes review undertook an analysis of unit cost – this is effectively the unit price of each service (see the section above).

There are some limitations with this type of analysis as the unit cost varies for different types of service (i.e. the unit cost of a 24 hour cover service is greater than that of visiting support). However analysing unit costs does provide useful contextual information.
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50% of services lie between the upper quartile unit cost of £145.73 and the lower quartile unit cost of £81.89.
The national SPLS extract for February shows an average unit cost of £134.56 for services for single homeless people and £155.16 for services for rough sleepers.

Appendix 2 shows the correlation between the cost per unit per week and the hours per unit per week for West London. The data shows that broadly the higher the unit cost the greater the staffing input.

6.1
Hourly rate

The average hourly rate for support services across SP services for single homeless people and rough sleepers is £22. 
The hourly rate has been calculated using the data on contracted support hours taken from the performance workbooks. It was decided to use this data as it tends to provide a more accurate reflection of the contracted input to each support service than that available within the SP contracts. Furthermore the performance workbooks show the number of support hours apportioned to the service, while the SP contracts show the total number of FTE staff for the service – in other words the contract does not identify support hours. This approach is the same as that adopted by all the West London AAs to assessing VFM.
The data shows a wide variation in hourly rates between services, with the rate ranging from £6.70 to £72. The very high and very low hourly rates appear to have resulted where staff had not been properly apportioned between dispersed services (either too few hours or too many hours were apportioned). The chart below shows the hourly rate for each service (there are 107 services). 
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50% of the services lie between an upper quartile hourly rate of £32.54 and a lower quartile figure of £17.01. 
This analysis shows that across West London similar services can have different hourly rates. This is largely due to the vagaries of the THB system where funding was not evenly matched to the level of staffing actually provided.
The national SPLS extract for February shows an average hourly rate of £23.49 for services for single homeless people and £18.92 for services for rough sleepers.
6.2
Staffing input

The data from the performance returns shows that the contracted level of staff for these services deliver an average of 5.3 support hours per unit per week (or per service user per week). This figure is the average across West London for all types of services for single homeless people and rough sleepers, including direct access hostels, 24 hour cover services and floating support. 
Three services managed by the same provider showed a very high level of input (70 hours per unit p.w).  It was clear that staff had been apportioned incorrectly across these services and we changed the data to show 8.75 hours per unit per week, similar to the other services managed by the same provider. Across all the services the staffing input ranged from 0.7 to 30 support hours per unit p.w. The chart below shows the range of staffing hours per unit per week for each service.
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The chart shows that 50% of the services lie between an upper quartile figure of 7.88 hours per unit p.w. and a lower quartile figure of 2.19 hours per unit per week.
The data suggests that some services (mainly those lying above the upper quartile and those lying below the lower quartile) may have not apportioned their staff to the service correctly, thus resulting in either a high or a low number of hours per unit. However, the analysis has shown that there are significant variations in the staffing levels for similar types of services.
The national SPLS extract for February shows an average of 4.14 hours per unit per week to services for single homeless people.
The West London data on staffing input has been further analysed to develop a typology of services (a grid showing different types of services and the related hours).
	Service Type
	Average hours per unit per week

	24 hour cover with night workers – less than 50 units
	24 hours
Range 20 to 29 hours

	24 hour cover with night workers –50 to100 units
	6 hours
Range 5 to 9 hours

	24 cover with sleep in - less than 50 units
	14 hours
Range 8 to 30 hours

	24 cover with sleep in – 50 to 100 units
	NK (no data)

	Visiting staff or staff on site during working hours only
	4.4 hours
Range 0.8 to 12.9

	Floating support
	2 hours
Range 0.7 to 4.8 hours


The above table can provide benchmarking data when assessing the price of services that are jointly commissioned. This approach has the potential to provide some consistency on prices across West London. As more accurate data becomes available this can be fed into the typology table.
The number hours per unit p.w. for 24 hour cover services depends on the number of units and the level of cover at night. Generally smaller units will have a greater number of hours per unit p.w. while larger units will have less.
The data shows that on average 88% of staff hours were apportioned to support, while 13% were apportioned to other activities e.g. housing management, training service users, care etc.

6.3
On costs
It is possible to separate the hourly rate into a staffing salary cost and an on-cost. This review did not have access to staffing salary costs and as such it is not possible to shows the average staffing salary costs across West London.
The table below shows a notional calculation based on the salary costs for supported housing staff shown in a recent survey.

	Hourly rate for support
	£22

	Hourly rate for staff only based on  Hays Social Housing survey (London 2005)
	£12.66

	On-cost percentage
	75%


The ODPM no longer prescribes the percentage of corporate overheads (this ODPM guidance has been withdrawn).
Appendix 1
	
	Brent
	Ealing
	H&F
	Harrow
	Hillingdon
	Hounslow
	K&C

	HCHA
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	0
	0

	EFHA
	0
	48
	0
	0
	0
	22
	0

	Inqualab
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0

	Patchwork
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	0

	Yeldall
	0
	0
	0
	0
	23
	12
	0

	HACAss
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0

	CARA
	0
	0
	19
	0
	0
	0
	15

	ECHG
	277
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11

	Look Ahead
	0
	35
	16
	0
	0
	0
	208

	NHHT
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	36

	Servite
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	120

	St Mungos
	79
	0
	150
	0
	0
	0
	62

	Thames Reach Bondway
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11

	RBKC
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	84

	Ujima
	0
	0
	21
	0
	0
	0
	38

	Westway
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22

	Broadway
	26
	24
	96
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Open Door
	0
	0
	33
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Cyreneans
	0
	0
	17
	0
	0
	0
	0

	LBHF
	0
	0
	80
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Central and Cecil
	0
	0
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	St Christopher’s
	0
	0
	40
	0
	0
	0
	0

	SBHA
	0
	0
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Westside
	0
	0
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Woodstock
	0
	0
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salvation Army
	0
	0
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Carr Gomm
	21
	0
	20
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ebony Sister
	0
	0
	40
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Oswald Stoll
	0
	0
	26
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Acton HA
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	UACS
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	YMCA Ealing
	0
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Eaves
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Novas
	78
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Innisfree
	68
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	SHP
	38
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	DePaul
	29
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	YMCA Hillingdon
	0
	0
	0
	0
	78
	0
	0

	Project 2041
	0
	0
	0
	0
	25
	0
	0

	
	628
	134
	636
	8
	126
	58
	607


Appendix 2

Correlation between unit cost and hours
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The red line shows the (linear) trend line. The dots show the cost per unit and hours per unit of each service.
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