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KEY CONCERNS WITH THE GOVERNMENT’S MAIN PROPOSAL 

 Given the current pressure on local authority budgets, a new funding system cannot 

provide long-term security without acknowledging and addressing the current crisis in 

support funding. Yet, this consultation explicitly excludes any consideration of support 

funding from its scope. We believe that this is a significant error which means that the 

consultation will fail to properly secure the future of the sector. 

 The proposal to reduce the benefit entitlement of supported housing residents 

introduces further uncertainty at a time when support funding is already under threat 

and the sector is expected to absorb a further funding cut as a result of the decision to 

apply the 1 per cent social rent cut to most forms of supported housing, including 

homelessness hostels. 

 The proposed model would introduce considerable geographical variation in the 

security of future funding by making provision in some areas much more reliant on 

discretionary local funds than in other areas. There is considerable concern around 

how this local top-up fund will be sized and protected, particularly given the lack of data 

on current need and provision and the recent experience with the Supporting People 

programme. This added insecurity may hinder the development of new supply in lower 

LHA rate areas in particular.    

In this context, St Mungo’s urges the government to develop an alternative funding 

model for transitional supported housing that provides a secure funding basis for both 

the housing and support costs.   

About St Mungo’s 

Our vision is that everyone has a place to call home and can fulfil their hopes and 
ambitions. As a homelessness charity and housing association our clients are at the heart 
of what we do. 

We provide a bed and support to more than 2,600 people a night who are either homeless 
or at risk, and work to prevent homelessness. We support men and women through more 
than 250 projects including emergency, hostel and supported housing services, advice 
services and specialist health, skills and employment services. 

We currently work across London and the south of England, as well as managing major 
homelessness sector projects such as StreetLink and the Combined Homeless and 
Information Network (CHAIN). 

We influence and campaign nationally to help people to rebuild their lives. 

For queries about this submission, please contact Sylvia Tijmstra at 
sylvia.tijmstra@mungos.org or tel: 0203 856 6214. 

mailto:sylvia.tijmstra@mungos.org
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BACKGROUND 

The supported housing sector is diverse. Some forms of supported housing, including 

sheltered housing for older people, are designed to be a long-term home. Other services 

provide a safe place to stay where people can address their needs before moving on into 

longer-term housing when they are ready. This transitional supported accommodation houses 

a wide range of client groups, including people who are homeless, fleeing domestic violence, 

and facing physical or mental health problems.  

Some groups of people living in supported accommodation are owed statutory duties to 

housing or social care and support. However, many are owed no duties under existing 

legislation, and are housed at local discretion. The large majority of clients living in St Mungo’s 

supported accommodation are single homeless people, including couples without children, 

who are not owed the main homelessness duty and fall below the threshold for care. 

The transitional supported housing services St Mungo’s provides are currently funded through 

a combination of Housing Benefit and local support funding (mostly the legacy from the 

Supporting People programme). This mixture of national and local funding reflects the fact that 

rough sleeping generates significant costs, not just for individuals and communities but also 

to society and the Exchequer. 

Currently, supported housing residents are entitled to have their housing costs, comprising 

core rent and eligible service charges, met through Housing Benefit. The government has 

recognised that the cost of providing safe, good-quality supported housing is higher than in 

general needs accommodation. These additional costs relate to the higher turnover of 

residents, and the additional costs of security and maintenance of communal spaces. 

The specialised one-to-one support provided to residents in supported housing is 

commissioned locally. Support contracts pay for essential work to promote recovery and 

independence, including one-to-one key working sessions and help navigating health, welfare 

and employment services. In transitional supported housing, this support helps residents to 

address a diverse range of needs, including mental and physical health concerns and 

substance use issues. This in turn supports a successful move on to greater independence 

within an appropriate timeframe.     

Local support funding has been under sustained pressure for a number of years. Originally 

part of the national Supporting People programme, the ring-fence around this funding was 

removed in 2009 and the programme was rolled into the Formula Grant in 2011. As a result, 

the Supporting People allocation is no longer separately identified and local authorities are no 

longer required to allocate funding to housing-related support.  

Many local authorities have fought hard to protect vital services. However, in the context of 

local authority budget reductions, support funding has eroded significantly. National Audit 

Office estimates that between 2010/11 and 2014/15, Supporting People spending fell by a 

median of 45.3 per cent across single-tier and county councils.1  Local government austerity 

has continued since this analysis was published.  

Q1. The local top-up will be devolved to local authorities. Who should hold the 
funding; and, in two tier areas, should the upper tier authority hold the funding?  
 

                                                           
1 National Audit Office (2014) The impact of funding reductions on local authorities 
https://www.nao.org.uk/report/the-impact-funding-reductions-local-authorities/  

https://www.nao.org.uk/report/the-impact-funding-reductions-local-authorities/
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1.1. In order to encourage a fair allocation of funding across different client groups, the allocation 
of funding needs to be aligned with the allocation of responsibilities.  
 

1.2. Upper-tier authorities have responsibility for social care, which is currently placing 
considerable pressure on their resources. In this context, they may prioritise longer-term, 
sheltered housing or other forms of supported housing that would help them meet their 
statutory duties over transitional supported housing aimed at people who are not owed a social 
care duty.   
 

1.3. To prevent the undue erosion of funding for this type of transitional supported housing, the 
funding for these services should be devolved to housing authorities, which generally are 
lower-tier authorities.  
 

1.4. Housing authorities could share resources to meet these needs where it is appropriate for 
them to do so, for example across areas with relatively low numbers of people who are 
homeless or who need supported accommodation for other reasons. 
 
Q2. How should the funding model be designed to maximise the opportunities for 
local agencies to collaborate, encourage planning and commissioning across service 
boundaries, and ensure that different local commissioning bodies can have fair 
access to funding? 
 

2.1. Supported Housing accommodates a range of client groups with a variety of needs. To 
ensure that local needs will be met in the fairest and most effective way possible, the new 
funding regime should be established within a clear statutory framework, including a 
requirement for local authorities to assess need and plan supported housing provision by 
creating a local supported housing strategy. We will elaborate on this requirement and how it 
would work in practice in our answer to Question 5.  
 

2.2. As part of this strategy, local authorities should show how they have worked with a range of 
local partners and service users to accurately measure the level of need across a range of 
client groups and how this need can best be met.  
 

2.3. The quality of supported housing strategies should be monitored by the Department for 
Communities and Local Government (DCLG). This monitoring should explicitly include 
measures of local collaboration, innovative planning and commissioning across service 
boundaries and fair access to funding for different commissioning bodies.  This would in turn 
aid good practice development, which could be used by the Department to drive up 
standards across all local authorities.   
 
Q3. How can we ensure that local allocation of funding by local authorities matches 
local need for supported housing across all client groups?  
 

3.1. In order to ensure that the local allocation of funding matches local need across all client 
groups, the government will firstly need to ensure that the national allocation of funding to 
local authorities accurately reflects local need and can be effectively adjusted in line with 
local changes in need over time. It is unlikely that it will be possible to do this in the 
timescale currently proposed by the government for two main reasons. 
 

3.2. Firstly, we do not currently have a full picture of the existing provision by locality. Previously, 
under Supporting People, local authorities were required to submit monitoring data, 
gathering information from clients, stakeholders and providers and submitting it to a national 
database commissioned by the DCLG at the University of St Andrews. This data collection 
requirement was dropped in 2011, limiting the evidence about supported housing available 
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to policymakers at local and national levels. Since then, there has been no comprehensive 
information on provision and need for supported housing.  
 

3.3. The government’s supported accommodation review was announced in 2014 and reported 
in November 2016. Over this period the review received data, which is now out of date, from 
just 48 percent of authorities. The review found that many local authorities do not hold 
accurate data on supported housing in their area. As a result the data finding exercise will 
need to be repeated in order to achieve an accurate picture of the current size and shape of 
the sector.    
 

3.4. Secondly, no attempt has been made to accurately measure the need for supported housing 
at the local level or the extent to which this need is met by the current provision. In order to 
ensure consistency, national government may have to develop a framework that local 
authorities can use to assess the need for supported accommodation in their areas. Local 
authorities would then need sufficient time to undertake these needs assessments and map 
this against current provision, to identify any gaps in the current provision. 
 

3.5. In this context, accurately setting the amount of top-up funding on the basis of current 
projections of future need will not be possible without a further investment in data gathering 
and a corresponding shift in the proposed timeline.   
 

3.6. Arriving at better measures of actual need and the degree to which this need is met by 
current provision will be crucial to ensure vulnerable people receive the support they need 
and deserve. In addition, it is crucial that government can track the outcomes achieved by 
supported housing and the benefits accrued through savings to other government 
departments in order to strengthen the business case to HM Treasury and thereby protect 
and extend this vital ‘invest to save’ public service. 
 

3.7. This work needs to be properly resourced to ensure that consistent data is collected. It will 
take place in a period when local Housing Benefit teams will be shrinking due to Universal 
Credit roll-out.  
 

3.8. A thorough process of local assessment and planning should be matched with a fair and 
transparent national mechanism for allocating localised funding based on need. The 
allocation process must take account of all funding sources for supported accommodation: 
local top-up funding for housing costs; funding for short-term accommodation; support 
contract funding; and capital funding for development. 
 
Q4. Do you think other funding protections for vulnerable groups, beyond the ring-
fence, are needed to provide fair access to funding for all client groups, including 
those without existing statutory duties (including for example the case for any new 
statutory duties or any other sort of statutory provision) 

 
4.1. As we have noted above, St Mungo’s is concerned that any increased reliance on 

discretionary local funds could lead to a loss of provision in the current funding climate, 
particularly for groups without existing statutory duties.  
 

4.2. Based the experience with Supporting People, we are not confident that ring-fencing a 
localised fund will provide effective and sustainable protection in the long term. Questions 
also remain about how a ring-fence imposed by national government would be maintained 
following the phasing out of the revenue support grant and the move towards retained 
business rates by 2020.  
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4.3. We are concerned about the interaction between ring-fenced funds for housing costs and 
fully localised support funding provided by local authorities. Both funding streams must be 
adequately funded for the supported housing sector to function effectively. 
 

4.4. As noted below, we would support the introduction of a statutory requirement for local 
authorities to create a supported housing strategy across all client groups. To provide some 
protection, St Mungo’s favours including a list of specified population groups in guidance 
accompanying the new duty, including single homeless people, people fleeing domestic 
violence, people with physical and mental health support needs, people with substance use 
problems and ex-offenders.  
 

4.5. Although the intention of these strategies would be to ensure that the needs of all relevant 
client groups are given adequate consideration, experience suggests that some groups may 
still face exclusion. Research undertaken by St Mungo’s and Homeless Link in 2014, for 
example, found that many Joint Strategic Needs Assessments did not include adequate 
assessments of homeless people’s health needs.2  
 

4.6. In addition, St Mungo’s is concerned that within the ring-fence local authorities are likely to 
prioritise funding to fulfil their existing statutory duties. This creates a risk that funding for 
groups without statutory duties owing to them, including single homeless people, will not be 
secure.  
 

4.7. Preventing these unintended consequences will require strategic oversight and additional 
capacity at national government level. Government must be held accountable to Parliament, 
providing assurance that funding for supported housing is meeting need and achieving 
results across all client groups and providing value for money for the taxpayer. 

 
Q5. What expectations should there be for local roles and responsibilities? What 
planning, commissioning and partnership and monitoring arrangements might be 
necessary, both nationally and locally?  
 

5.1. The future funding regime should be established within a clear legal framework, including a 
statutory requirement for local authorities to have a supported housing strategy. Supported 
housing strategies should be based on local assessments of the need for this type of 
housing, and should set out how this need will be met. 
 

5.2. The assessments should be based on input from service users, as well as a wide range of 
local public and voluntary agencies including Clinical Commissioning Groups, Health and 
Wellbeing Boards, prisons and Community Rehabilitation Companies. Government should 
consult on how to assess the need for supported housing when it consults on options for 

introducing a standardised approach to assessing housing requirements later this year.3   

 
5.3. Supported housing strategies should be aligned with other local strategies and assessments, 

such as housing strategies, Joint Strategic Needs Assessments and Joint Health and 
Wellbeing Strategies. The strategies should be kept under review, in order to ensure they 
reflect changing needs and can drive improved performance. 
 

                                                           
2 St Mungo’s and Homeless Link (2014) Needs to know: Including single homelessness in Joint Strategic Needs 
Assessments http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-
attachments/20141009%20Needs_to_Know_Report_2014_Final.pdf 
3 DCLG (2017) Fixing our broken housing market 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/590043/Fixing_our_broken_housin
g_market_-_housing_white_paper.pdf 

http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-attachments/20141009%20Needs_to_Know_Report_2014_Final.pdf
http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-attachments/20141009%20Needs_to_Know_Report_2014_Final.pdf
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5.4. St Mungo’s welcomes the proposal in the government’s housing white paper to strengthen 
national policy so that local planning authorities are expected to have clear policies for 

addressing the housing requirements of groups with particular needs.4 Requiring local 

authorities to have a supported housing strategy would help to strengthen national policy in 
this way. 
 

5.5. In two tier areas, the upper tier authority could have overall responsibility for the strategy, but 
lower tier local authorities should have significant influence over the parts of the strategy that 
cover areas for which they are responsible, including homelessness and rough sleeping.  
 

5.6. The DCLG should monitor local authorities’ compliance with requirements around supported 
housing strategies and ensure that assessments and strategies are of a consistently high 
quality. In addition, St Mungo’s calls on the government to put the necessary mechanisms in 
place to ensure that the assessments and provision made by local governments receive 
adequate parliamentary scrutiny. 
 
Q6. For local authority respondents, what administrative impact and specific tasks 

might this new role involve for your local authority?    

6.1. N/A 
 
Q7. We welcome your views on what features the new model should include to 
provide greater oversight and assurance to tax payers that supported housing 
services are providing value for money, are of good quality and are delivering 
outcomes for individual tenants? 
 

7.1. Providing supported housing for people sleeping rough or at risk of rough sleeping has 
significant societal benefits and delivers value for money for the taxpayer. Many people who 
sleep rough have multiple and complex needs and are often serial users of emergency public 
services, including A&E, ambulance services and police. Supported accommodation provides 
stability and support to help people access planned healthcare and reduce emergency service 
use. Accommodating single homeless people with support needs in specialist housing saves 
an estimated £6,703 per person annually by reducing costs to health, social care and criminal 
justice services.5 
 

7.2. Part of the government’s rationale for introducing the LHA cap is increasing local focus on 
outcomes, oversight and cost control. Without any notable link between market rents and rent 
levels in supported housing, LHA rate variation would introduce arbitrary disparities in the 
ability of local authorities to oversee provision in their area. Local authorities in high LHA areas 
with limited or no top-up funding would have less capacity to plan supported housing 
development according to local need and control potential abuse of enhanced benefit 
payments by rogue providers. 
 

7.3. In addition, funding insecurity in low LHA areas could lead to further pressure on services in 
areas with relatively high LHA rates. If the proposed system leads to loss of provision in low-
value areas, this may create incentives for people to travel to high-value, high-cost areas to 
access services they need. This would exacerbate existing problems in areas like London, 
which already has a very high number of people sleeping rough. This may in turn make 
successful move on more difficult to achieve, as local options may be more limited due to a 
shortage of housing that is truly affordable for former supported housing residents.    
 

                                                           
4 DCLG (2017) Fixing our broken housing market 
5 Frontier Economics (2010) Financial benefits of investment in specialist housing for vulnerable and older people 
www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf  

http://www.frontier-economics.com/documents/2014/06/financial-benefits-of-investment-frontier-report.pdf
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7.4. As a result, we feel that the main funding system proposed by the government would not drive 
better outcomes for individuals nor deliver value for money for the tax payer. We call on the 
government to recognise the value of the locally-commissioned support delivered within 
transitional supported housing and address the current crisis in support funding alongside the 
need to consider how housing costs will be met when Housing Benefit is phased out. If 
designed correctly we feel this could result in a sustainable funding system that can truly fulfil 
the government’s ambitions of increasing accountability, outcomes and value for money.   
 
Q8. We are interested in your views on how to strike a balance between local 
flexibility and provider/developer certainty and simplicity. What features should the 
funding model have to provide greater certainty to providers and in particular, 
developers of new supply?  
 

8.1. In the existing funding environment, simply maintaining current provision will be a significant 
challenge. Yet available evidence suggests that the need for supported housing already 
outstrips available supply.  
 

8.2. Research published by the National Housing Federation found a shortfall of 16,692 places in 
supported housing for working aged people in 2015/16. The research estimated that the cost 
to the taxpayer in 2015/16 of failing to meet this shortfall to be £361 million, rising to £2.72 

billion between 2016/17 2020/21.6 Homeless Link data shows a falling number of 

accommodation projects and bed spaces available for single homeless people since 2008.7  

 
8.3. At a time when supply is restricted, demand for supported housing for single homeless 

people will increase as rough sleeping rises across England. Snapshot government figures 
show that rough sleeping has risen for the sixth year in a row, with 4,134 people sleeping 

rough on any one night across England in autumn 2016.8 Some of this rise is undoubtedly a 

direct result of the closure of homelessness projects due to cuts in support funding. 
 

8.4. In this context, it is worrying that the main funding model proposed by the government does 
not provide a solid basis for maintaining existing supply and investing in new development, 
particularly in low LHA rate areas. Secure and sufficient revenue funding will need to be 
made available in order to ensure that the identified support and housing needs can be met. 
Capital funding to increase the number of supported accommodation bed spaces will also be 
required, as the available evidence suggests that demand for this type of housing currently 
outstrips supply. 
 

8.5. Supported housing costs vary considerably based on target client group and service model, 
but we are not aware of any evidence that these costs vary in line with market rents and 
therefore LHA rates. Capping housing support entitlements for residents in supported 
housing at the LHA rate will likely lead to unintended but reasonably predictable 
consequences.  
 

8.6. One-bedroom LHA rates vary widely across the country, from a high of £260.64 per week in 
parts of central London to a low of £69.73 in Hull and East Riding. Provision in low LHA rate 
areas is likely to be strongly affected by the insecurity created by greater reliance on 
localised top-up funding, while the effect will be less pronounced or absent in other areas. 

                                                           
6 National Housing Federation (2017) Strengthening the case for supported housing 
http://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/strengthening-the-case-for-supported-housing-the-cost-
consequences/  
7 Homeless Link (2016) Annual Review 2015 http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-
attachments/Full%20report%20-%20Single%20homelessness%20support%20in%20England%202015.pdf 
8 DCLG (2017) Rough sleeping in England: autumn 2016 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rough-

sleeping-in-england-autumn-2016 

http://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/pub.housing.org.uk/Sitra_Strengthening_the_Case_for_Supported_Housing_(2017)_Full_Report.pdf
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Rents and eligible service charges in a significant number of our London services fall below 
the applicable LHA cap for the area.  
 

8.7. This difference may affect the location of new development and the long-term sustainability 
of existing provision. Anecdotally we have already heard some housing associations express 
concern about developing new provision in low LHA rate areas, with some even putting 
existing plans in those areas on hold. We encourage the government to examine these 
worrying early warning signs. 
 

8.8. In addition, if steps are not taken to safeguard fair access to supported housing funding for 
all client groups, any new system is likely to lead to an underinvestment in supported 
housing for single homeless people who are not owed legal duties to housing. This insecurity 
may in turn discourage investment in new supply, even if there is a clear need as 
demonstrated by the recent rough sleeping count.  
 
Q9. Should there be a national statement of expectations or national commissioning 
framework within which local areas tailor their funding? How should this work with 
existing commissioning arrangements, for example across health and social care, and 
how would we ensure it was followed? 
 

9.1. As we have indicated at the start of this submission, the one-to-one support provided to 
residents in transitional supported housing is locally commissioned. Due to pressures on 
local government budgets, and the decision to remove the ring-fence around Supporting 
People funding in 2009, this funding has been rapidly decreasing. Introducing a national 
commissioning framework without providing assurances that this shortfall in support funding 
will be addressed may have unintended consequences. . 
 

9.2. If a commissioning framework is put in place without sufficient support funding, providers 
may conclude that they cannot meet the specifications of the framework and withdraw from 
providing supported accommodation.  
 

9.3. There are other actions that government could take to help ensure services are effective. As 
suggested in our responses to questions four and five, local authorities should be required to 
assess and meet the need for supported accommodation in their area; and central 
government should provide guidance around how these responsibilities can be met.  
 
Q10. The Government wants a smooth transition to the new funding arrangement on 1 
April 2019. What transitional arrangements might be helpful in supporting the 
transition to the new regime?  
 

10.1. Given the lack of evidence on the need for and current supply and cost of supported 
accommodation, we feel the timeline currently proposed by the government is unrealistic. As 
we have stated in our answer to question three, determining local funding allocations will be a 
complex task, which we do not feel could be adequately performed within the proposed 
timescale. 
 

10.2. Government has committed to ensure that supported housing continues to be funded at the 
same level it would have otherwise been in 2019/20, taking account of plans on social rents. 
It is not clear how much is spent on supported housing, the supported accommodation review 
only had a response rate of 48 per cent. It therefore appears that government will need to 
gather more evidence in order to be able to meet this commitment. 
 

10.3. It is vital that the new regime is properly funded and that the transition is smooth. Given the 
existing funding pressures and risks posed by the proposed system, hasty changes could put 
vulnerable people at risk of homelessness and rough sleeping. This should and can be 
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avoided by giving this complex issue the time and attention it deserves. We urge the 
government to adjust its timeline to reflect the concerns expressed across the sector and by 
many local authorities.  
 

10.4. Once a sustainable system has been developed, the process of transfer to any new system 
of funding for supported housing must not place individuals at risk of homelessness. Plans for 
transferring tenants to a new funding system must guarantee that housing costs continue to 
be met in full for all existing tenants for the duration of their stay. 
 
Q11. Do you have any other views about how the local top-up model can be designed 
to ensure it works for tenants, commissioners, providers and developers? 
 

11.1. As we have set out at the start and throughout this submission, we do not feel that the main 
system currently proposed by the government will work for residents, commissioners, 
providers or developers. Nor do we believe that it will meet the government’s stated aims of 
providing a greater local focus on outcomes, oversight and cost control in a consistent way, 
as the system is based on an arbitrary cap to benefit entitlements and ignores the 
importance of locally commissioned support funding and how this will interact with local top-
up funding for housing costs.  
 
Q12. We welcome your views on how emergency and short term accommodation 
should be defined and how funding should be provided outside Universal Credit. How 
should funding be provided for tenants in these situations? 
 

12.1. The proposed main model would see entitlements to housing costs through the benefits 
system capped at the applicable one-bedroom LHA rate from April 2019. Under this proposed 
approach, any additional housing costs beyond the LHA rate would be covered through ‘top-
up’ funding devolved to local authorities. The government consultation says that this top-up 
fund will be ring-fenced and set on the basis of ‘current projections of future need.’  
 

12.2. St Mungo’s does not feel that this model would be appropriate for our sector and our general 
concerns about the proposed main model are set out throughout this submission. In addition, 
we have particular concerns about the application of the main model in shorter-term 
transitional supported housing, which could potentially cover all of the supported 
accommodation we currently provide.  
 

12.3. As government has recognised, meeting housing costs through Universal Credit as it currently 
stands will be challenging for shorter-term projects. Establishing benefit claims is a key part of 
our work with new residents. Payment for a new Universal Credit claim takes at least five 
weeks to arrive, and providers are unlikely to receive rent owed from residents who move into 
and out of accommodation within the period before their first payment. This risk also applies 
for clients who move in and out during the period between two monthly Universal Credit 
payments.  
 

12.4. In every St Mungo’s accommodation project, including those with an intended stay of up to 
two years, there are cases where clients move into and out of the service within a month. 
Internal data shows that during 2015 and 2016, 20 per cent of departures from our residential 
services involved clients who had stayed fewer than 30 days.9 Homeless Link research found 
that 23 per cent of people leaving homelessness accommodation projects stayed for less than 

                                                           
9 Based on analysis of 2015 and 2016 departures data from all St Mungo’s residential services, including 
emergency and longer-term bed spaces. 
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a month.10 If Universal Credit cannot be adapted to respond to these challenges, providers 
face significant financial risk.  
 

12.5. However, an alternative approach to meeting housing costs in short-term services outside of 
the benefits system could introduce even greater uncertainty. Housing Benefit currently 
represents the most stable and secure element of funding for transitional supported housing. 
In the absence of a ring-fence around support funding, it provides local authorities with a much 
needed incentive to invest in supported housing for non-statutory groups by covering part of 
the cost of this provision.  
 

12.6. In this context, we are concerned about any increased reliance on a discretionary localised 
fund, even if initially protected by a ring-fence.  
 

12.7. A sustainable funding model for transitional supported housing needs to acknowledge and 
address the crisis in support funding as well as the need to adjust the way housing costs are 
met in the context of Universal Credit. St Mungo’s would urge the government to develop a 
model that recognises and reflects the national, community and individual benefits of this type 
of supported housing. The national component of the funding could be incorporated within the 
benefit system as is currently the case. Alternatively the DCLG could administer the national 
component of the funding.  This could have the added benefit of giving stronger national 
direction to the spending on supported housing and potentially lead to a better alignment with 
national objectives.  
 

12.8. We would urge the government to further explore such options with the sector before 
publishing the Green Paper on the future funding of supported housing. While delays in 
decision-making prolong insecurity, we feel that the potential risks associated with failing to 
consider the wider funding context and full range of future funding options are too great to 
ignore. In light of the complexity of the issue at hand and the vulnerabilities of the women, men 
and children who rely on transitional supported housing for the support and safety they need 
to rebuild their lives, we call on the government to adjust the proposed timeline and take a 
careful test-and-learn approach to the introduction of any new funding system that represents 
a significant change from the current system.     
 

                                                           
10 Homeless Link (2016) Support for single homeless people in England: Annual Review 2015 
http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-attachments/Full%20report%20-
%20Single%20homelessness%20support%20in%20England%202015.pdf  

http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-attachments/Full%20report%20-%20Single%20homelessness%20support%20in%20England%202015.pdf
http://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-attachments/Full%20report%20-%20Single%20homelessness%20support%20in%20England%202015.pdf

