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Service users reported differing experiences in terms of the ease of finding a
refuge or other specialist accommodation place. Some explained that they
had not been able to access provision immediately, for example, one woman
said that she had tried to leave a violent situation previously but was unable to
as she could not access a refuge place to stay. Some women had also
travelled further than they had hoped to access a refuge, for example one
woman had wanted to find somewhere that was close to her sister but this
had not proved possible. In contrast, a number of women explained that they
had been given a choice over which refuge to access. This was particularly
the case when people were looking to move quite a distance from their home
and they used the national helpline to identify refuges with vacancies.

Accommodation based services with a secondary domestic violence
function

DEFINITION

This second section explores the provision of accommodation based services
that are primarily focused on other user groups, but which describe
themselves as supporting households at risk of domestic violence as a
‘secondary’ client group. This means that the accommodation based services
are not exclusively designed or provided for households at risk of domestic
violence, but the service is able to cater for some households with these
needs alongside their main client group. The mapping exercise showed that
the most common models were accommodation based services that were
primarily designed for (usually statutorily homeless) homeless families with
support needs, teenage parents or women with multiple needs. Within the
Supporting People Local System (see Appendix 1) services are able to
identify a ‘secondary’ client group. In addition, Survey 1 and Survey 2 also
asked authorities/ providers to identify any services that were routinely/
frequently used for households at risk of domestic violence but also used to
accommodate other groups.

MAPPING ACCOMMODATION BASED SERVICES WITH A SECONDARY
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FUNCTION

The mapping exercise identified 71 accommodation based services with a
secondary domestic violence function in England at the end of 2009, providing
a total of 826 household spaces (Table 3.11). Provision was not, therefore,
particularly extensive, either in terms of specific regions or nationally. Thirteen
services were mapped in Yorkshire and Humberside region and London, and
12 in the North West. The Yorkshire and Humberside region constituted 31
per cent of this provision as services had a higher average number of
household spaces (31% of household spaces) and within London (18% of
spaces). Less than 10 services were identified in the other regions in the
mapping exercise, with only two services in the South West.
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Table 3.11: The extent of accommodation based services with a secondary domestic
violence function by region

ONS Government Office of Number of Total mapped Percentage of
the Regions mapped spaces national
services spaces where

households at
risk of DV are

secondary

client group
Yorkshire and The Humber 13 258 31%
London 13 148 18%
North West 12 101 12%
South East 8 85 10%
North East 9 74 9%
East Midlands 5 60 7%
East of England 5 58 7%
West Midlands 4 23 3%
South West 2 19 2%
Total 71 826 100%

Source: Mapping exercise. Percentages are rounded.

Further, it is important to note that the spaces in these services were not
primarily intended for households at risk of domestic violence or an exclusive
‘domestic violence’ service. All of the services were primarily delivering
services to a different primary client group, with most focused on homeless
families with support needs, mainly those that had been accepted as being
owed the main homelessness duty*® by a local authority housing department
(49% of services), with the next largest group being services aimed at lone
homeless people with support needs (14% of services). The only other distinct
group of services were for young people at risk (11% of services). The
remaining 27 per cent of services focused on subgroups within the population
characterised by a high degree of social and economic marginalisation
(including people with multiple needs, mental health and/or substance misuse
problems and households with anti-social behaviour issues).

Survey 2 indicated that these services were delivered mainly by housing
associations and local authorities, with relatively little provision from the
voluntary sector or agencies specialising in domestic violence services. This
pattern is probably explained by the high proportion of homelessness services
that were within this group, as accommodation based services for homeless
families and lone homeless people tended to be managed by housing
associations and local authorities.

% Please see Chapter 1 for an overview of the role of the statutory homelessness system. Supporting
People Local System provides information on whether the client group was statutorily homeless or
not. Survey 2 simply asked whether the main client group was homeless families or lone homeless
people without detailing their homelessness status.
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SUPPORT PROVIDED BY ACCOMMODATION BASED SERVICES WITH A
SECONDARY DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FUNCTION

Figure 3.7 shows the range of support provided by non-specialist
accommodation services, based on the results of Survey 2. In total, 32
services were described by 32 providers. This was equivalent to 45 per cent
of the 71 accommodation services with a secondary domestic violence
function that were mapped. These services were all hostel and supported
housing services for homeless families and for lone homeless women.

A number of similarities and a number of contrasts with the range of support
provided by specialist accommodation can be noted (see Figure 3.1). As was
the case for specialist accommodation services, welfare advice and help with
homelessness applications were prominent forms of support (both 69%).
However, these services were provided at a lower rate than among specialist
accommodation services (96% of which were described as providing both
forms of support). A similar pattern existed in respect of support in accessing
temporary accommodation or the private rented sector (66% and 69%
respectively, compared to 91% and 94% of specialist accommodation
services).

Help with accessing sanctuary schemes was at a lower rate than that found
among specialist accommodation services (44% compared to 78%, see
figures 3.1 and 3.7). Accommodation services with a secondary domestic
violence function were likely to report lower provision of safety planning
support (53%, compared to 94% of specialist services, see figures 3.1 and
3.7), and also quite less likely to offer parenting advice (56% compared to
93%), or to offer education, training or employment services (53% compared
to 81%). Group counselling was much less common in accommodation
services with a secondary domestic violence function (6% compared to 58%
of specialist accommodation services) as was pet fostering (9% compared to
44%).

These findings suggest that accommodation services with a secondary
function had less extensive provision than specialist services in some
respects. This finding is unsurprising in that they had additional functions
alongside their secondary role in providing support to households at risk of
domestic violence. It is important to note that some of these non-specialist
services were able to offer specific support for households at risk of domestic
violence, alongside safety planning (53%), 41 per cent were able to offer
counselling, and 34 per cent were able to offer legal advice. However, while
accommodation services with a secondary domestic violence function were
usually able to offer some support, many specific supports were less
extensively available in this sector than in the specialist accommodation
services.
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In addition, Survey 2 suggested that services for children and young people in
services with a secondary domestic violence function were confined entirely to
provision where the primary client group was homeless families. These
services tended to be highly restricted and were not always present as part of
the on-site support service.

Figure 3.7: Services provided by accommodation services with a secondary domestic
violence function

Welfare advice] 69% |
Help with PRS housing] [69%] |
Help with SRS housing| [69%] |
Help with homeless application| 69% |
Help with temporary housing™ M |
Help setting up new home—| M |
Health support| m |
Substance misuse supportT| m |
Parenting advice| M |
Debt advice™] ,ﬁ\ |
ETE services™] m |
Safety planning—] 53%)| |
Practical help with moving] m |
Help with owner occupation™| 44% |
Help with sanctuary scheme access™| 44% |
Interpreter| ,F%\ |
Social activities| IM\ |
Counselling—| 41% |
Legal advice™] 34%) |
Pet fosteri ng*
Group counselling*
T

T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Survey 2. Base: 32 service providers reporting on the range of services offered by
32 services.

SERVICE ACCESSIBILITY

Survey 2 indicated that the most common source of referral to
accommodation based services with a secondary domestic violence function
was local housing options teams, closely followed by social services
departments and self referral. This appeared to reflect both the role of many
of these services in respect of statutory and non-statutory homelessness and
the role of others as providers of supported housing to groups with multiple
needs.

The extent of accessibility of these services is difficult to assess for
households at risk of domestic violence, mainly because their primary focus is
on another, albeit related, client group. Survey 2 provided some evidence of
what the primary focus of these accommodation based services on other user
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groups might mean in practice. Service providers reported that, on average,
only 10 per cent of the places in these services were occupied by households
at risk of domestic violence. Caution needs to be exercised as the number of
services reported on was restricted. However, if this picture were
representative*’ then only 83 of the places shown in Table 3.12 would have
typically been occupied by a household at risk of domestic violence.

However, Survey 2 may provide some limited evidence to suggest that these
services could provide an alternative resource to specialist accommodation
based services where the latter are unavailable, particularly for some groups
of households at risk of domestic violence. For example, half of the service
providers with a secondary domestic violence function reported that their
services were used for households at risk of domestic violence with multiple
needs or with older male children (both could be a barrier to specialist
accommodation based services, see Table 3.7 and Figure 3.6).

THE EFFECTIVENESS AND ADEQUACY OF SERVICES

There is an inherent difficulty in reporting on the effectiveness of services that
were at least partially, and more often mainly, focused on social issues other
than domestic violence. The qualitative work (see below) reported that many
service providers considered that an accommodation based service that can
provide specialist support with domestic violence, to meet a specific set of
needs, is likely to provide more targeted support and ultimately a better
outcome for that household. It was not possible to assess this hypothesis fully
in this research. It may be that there are cases where households that have
experienced domestic violence might need specialist support with a particular
issue, for example with substance abuse issues and households will access a
service which has this as its primary purpose. Equally it could be argued that
a specialist service could be provided which could address both domestic
violence and substance misuse issues. Ultimately, the decision on the most
appropriate service is a matter for detailed assessment, and household
preferences within the context of the relative availability of different forms of
provision.

The research results indicate that only a minority of places within provision
designed for other primary client groups are utilised by households at risk of
domestic violence. It is possible that this provision complements specialist
accommodation based provision at a local level in some areas and for a
minority of households at risk of domestic violence (see above). However, the
size of the sector suggests that its impact is likely to be limited in its current
form. The limited qualitative work presented below did not suggest that there

% The service providers responding to Survey 2 collectively operated 30 accommodation based
services where households at risk of domestic violence were a secondary client group (42% of all
mapped services with a secondary client group for households at risk of domestic violence)
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was an imperative to expand provision with a ‘secondary client group’ of
households at risk of domestic violence.

QUALITATIVE WORK: ACCOMMODATION BASED SERVICES WITH A
SECONDARY DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FUNCTION

The value of services that had a secondary domestic violence function was
not discussed at length in the qualitative work. However, service providers
and service users did express quite firm views on the potential issues related
to the use of more generic accommodation based services for households at
risk of domestic violence.

Service providers had significant concerns about households at risk of
domestic violence being placed in generic homelessness provision. Here,
they were mainly referring to provision which did not have either a primary or
secondary client group of households at risk of domestic violence. There were
particular concerns around safety in this type of provision where locations
were unlikely to be confidential. Some provision may also be mixed gender
which might be unsuitable for some women. There was also a concern that
non-specialist provision was more likely to cater for people with multiple and
complex needs which might be problematic for other residents who have just
escaped traumatic situations.

My experience of having worked in young people’s hostels, and
rough sleeping services, homelessness services generically, is that
domestic violence, although it is an incredibly common housing
experience, is massively under serviced and the support simply isn’t
there and | would have real concerns around, you know, young
women going into 50:50 gender split accommodation because of
their inability to access domestic violence services...(Service
provider)

A few providers however did support the provision of women only homeless
hostels, as well as in some cases secure women only floors. The provision of
temporary women only emergency accommodation more generally was seen
as something that may be useful, particularly as compared to mixed gender
bed and breakfasts and hostels (see Chapter 5).

Chiming with the views of agencies, services users utilising specialist
accommodation based provision often explained that they were relieved that
the service was different to other hostels that they had either stayed in
previously or had heard about via friends and the media. Service users were
particularly worried that, in a hostel for homeless people, they would have
been sharing with people who had complex issues such as drug or alcohol
misuse. A few explained that they would have left their violent home situation
sooner if they had known that refuge provision was much better than general
homelessness provision.

97



3.107

3.108

3.109

3.110

3.111

If I'd known it was like this...I thought it was like the hostels, they're
like junkie ones, and you think | ain’t going in one of those...(Service
user)

Conclusion

The mapping exercise showed that there were 445 accommodation based
services specifically designed for households at risk of domestic violence in
2009. This represented an average of 0.8 household places in specialist
accommodation based provision nationally per 10,000 people in the
population, slightly short of the often cited standard of one household place
per 10,000 households. Provision differed by type of authority with London
having the highest rate of provision and rural areas significantly less provision.
The majority of referrals to all services, however, tended to come from
households outside the local authority area in which the service was based.

Specialist accommodation based services provided a wide range of support to
residents, and nearly eight in ten (78%) of services provided follow-on support
to residents leaving their accommodation. Services also provided an
extensive range of specialist support for children, although specialist workers
for young people were rarely employed.

One in six services were specifically provided for women and women with
children from black, Asian and minority ethnic or refugee communities.
Services which specialised in supporting people with multiple needs were
rare. The research suggested there might be accessibility issues for some
households as only one-quarter (24%) of services stated they were always
able to accommodate people with mental health problems, and one-third
(33%) were always able to accommodate people with substance misuse
problems. In addition, the research found that only a small proportion of
specialist accommodation based services were fully wheelchair accessible
(9% of services).

Overall, service users were satisfied with their experience of specialist
accommodation based services, particularly valuing self-contained units and
the safety features of refuges. Views on the need to expand this provision
differed between local authorities and service providers with only a third of the
former, but two-thirds of the latter, reporting a need to expand specialist
accommodation services.

The research mapped 71 accommodation based services with a secondary
domestic violence function in England, with a maximum of 826 household
spaces (if all spaces were occupied by households at risk of domestic
violence). The primary client group for these services were usually homeless
families, single homeless people or young people. These services offered a
similar range of support but often at lower levels than specialist provision.
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There was also fairly limited support amongst local authorities and service
providers for an expansion of this type of provision.
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Floating support services for households at risk of
domestic violence

Key points

Floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence were
operating in 79 per cent of the county councils and unitary authorities in
England. A total of 301 administratively distinct services were mapped,
providing over 7,750 places. This represented an average of 1.7 places in
specialist floating support services nationally per 10,000 people in the
population.

Services were most numerous in the East Midlands, London, the North
West and South East. However, relative service provision, measured as
places provided per 10,000 population, showed that the North East,
Yorkshire and the Humber and the Midlands had higher rates of provision
than elsewhere.

While provision was generally extensive, rural areas tended to have
proportionately more services, although this effect was not universal.
Almost all county councils had services (93%).

The range of services on offer from floating support had close parallels
with specialist accommodation based services. Support with safety
planning (96% of services), welfare advice (91%) and counselling (85%)
were prominent, as were services centred on accessing and sustaining
settled housing and securing employment or training.

Floating support services were viewed as accessible to households who
might not be able to use some shared specialist accommodation based
services, for example those with older male children.

Specialist floating support services for specific groups of households at
risk of domestic violence, such as lone women, men and black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee groups, were quite unusual. Most services
(85%) were directed at women and women with children at risk of
domestic violence.

Overall, 47 per cent of service providers reported that their floating support
services met the needs of service users ‘very well’, with another 43 per
cent reporting service users’ needs were ‘quite well’ met.

Sixty-four per cent of service providers reported they were sometimes
unable to meet the need for services for resource reasons. However, only
20 per cent reported they were frequently unable to meet need due to a
lack of resources.
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Introduction

This chapter explores and maps the range of floating support services
(including those known as ‘outreach’ services) for households at risk of
domestic violence. The chapter begins by defining the range of services that
were mapped as floating support services. The next part of this chapter
reports the results of the mapping exercise, which looks at the distribution of
floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence and also
explores the level of provision relative to population.

The chapter then moves on to explore the range of support provided by
floating support services, drawing specifically on the results of the national
survey of service providers (Survey 2). This section also explores the routes
by which people at risk of domestic violence accessed floating support
services, specialisation within services and the capacity of floating support
services for people at risk of domestic violence to meet particular individual
and household needs. A discussion of evidence on service effectiveness and
the adequacy of provision then follows. The chapter concludes with a brief
examination of the role of floating support services with a secondary domestic
violence function.

Provision of services

DEFINITION

Floating support services employ mobile support workers to provide services
to an individual or household. These services are distinct from
accommodation based services because they are not tied to specific
accommodation, but can instead be delivered in a variety of settings.
Importantly, a floating support service can follow a household as it moves
between locations.

Floating support services are accommodation related in the sense that they
are designed to facilitate the successful, safe retention of existing housing,
where owner-occupation or renting arrangements are under direct or indirect
threat as a result of domestic violence. In addition, when it has not been
possible to prevent accommodation loss, floating support services work to
prevent homelessness by enabling the process of resettlement to new
housing. Many services are quite wide ranging in the support they provide, but
it can involve safety planning, help with maximising income, and practical help
with sustaining tenancies (see Figure 4.1 below).

In this report, the term ‘floating support services’ is also used to encompass
‘outreach’ services for households at risk of domestic violence. Outreach
services are also delivered in a range of settings including in non-housing
settings, such as community centres, but also to households in temporary
accommodation, and to people in their own homes (or alternative premises if
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a risk of violence is present). Outreach services can offer help with accessing
housing and temporary accommodation as well as a range of support,
including emotional support or help accessing services. Some providers
involved in this research defined ‘Outreach’ as a crisis intervention that was
more flexible in its delivery pattern than floating support (for example, a
service would support as many people as possible rather than a fixed number
of households as in floating support). However, it was clear that definitions
were fluid between floating support and outreach services:

When you talk about resettlement, floating support and outreach, |
think those terms are interpreted and defined in different ways in
different places — so almost at a local level, you kind of work out your
definition of what they are. For me, outreach is a crisis intervention
that floating support isn’t... (Service provider)

This report defines floating support services as services that go to wherever
an individual or household at risk of domestic violence is living, or can be
safely reached, if they are still living at home. These floating support services
can be accessed directly by people at risk of domestic violence from their own
homes, temporary accommodation or via other services like daycentres via a
variety of referral routes. There is no requirement that a household has to
experience a stay in a refuge or supported housing before they can use
floating support services.

Follow-on support provided by a refuge or other specialist accommodation
based service solely for the use of those who have been resident within it is
not classified as floating support. These services follow people out of
specialist accommodation services when they are rehoused, providing
resettlement support. The follow-on support provided by specialist
accommodation services is described in Chapter 3.

MAPPING SERVICES

The mapping exercise, which involved cross checking databases, resource
lists and web searches with the results of Survey 1 and Survey 2, showed
there were 301 floating support services for households at risk of domestic
violence in England at the end of 2009 (Table 4.1). The East Midlands and
London had the highest numbers of services, with lower numbers being
mapped in the South West and North East.

Survey 2 showed that most floating support services for households at risk of
domestic violence were run by voluntary and charitable organisations
(79%)%*. Housing association and local authority service run services were
less common (15% and 6% of service providers respectively).

% Excluding housing associations which were recorded separately.
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Table 4.1: The extent of floating support services for households at risk of domestic
violence by region

Region Services reported Percentage of
national services
East Midlands 49 16%
London 44 15%
North West 39 13%
South East 39 13%
Yorkshire and The Humber 33 11%
West Midlands 31 10%
East of England 25 8%
South West 23 8%
North East 18 6%
Total 301 100%

Source: Mapping exercise

The mapping exercise counted each administratively distinct service as
discrete. If a service had its own dedicated management and staffing, it was
counted separately. This included locally managed services that were part of
an ‘umbrella’ organisation at either regional or national level (see Appendix 1).

Overall, 79 per cent of the unitary and county councils in England had one or
more floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence
operating in their administrative area. Three-quarters of London boroughs and
unitary authorities were mapped as having one or more floating support
services for households at risk of domestic violence operating within their
administrative area. The figure for the more rural county councils was rather
higher, at 93 per cent. The 32 authorities without floating support services
were mainly unitary councils located outside London (68%). There was no
association between the region a local authority was situated in and whether a
floating support services was present.

Table 4.2 shows the rate of floating support service provision per 10,000
population by region. The highest rates of provision were in the North East,
Yorkshire and the Humber, the Midlands and the South East and South West.
London had approximately half of the rate of provision found in the North East
and Yorkshire and Humberside (approximately 1.2 places per 10,000
population compared to 2.5 and 2.3 places respectively, Table 4.2). The
lowest level of provision relative to population was found in the North West
and the East of England (one place per 10,000 people, Table 4.2).
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Table 4.2: The extent of floating support services for households at risk of domestic
violence relative to household numbers in each region

Region Household Places per
places® 10,000

population

North East 658 2.5

Yorkshire and The Humber 1,162 2.3

East Midlands 1,108 2.3

West Midlands 1,132 2.1

South East 1,059 19

South West 664 1.9

London 823 1.2

North West 679 11

East of England 484 1.0

Total 7,769 1.7

Source: Mapping exercise and ONS household projections. Percentages are rounded. *
Total household spaces mapped for services as data were not available for 50 floating
support services the base for this column is 251 services.

4.13 Table 4.3 shows the mapped places in floating support services for people at
risk of domestic violence relative to the projected female population of each
region of England aged 15 and older. Rates of provision were highest in the
West Midlands and the North East. As was also the case in respect of
specialist accommodation based services, the lowest rates relative to the
female population was in the East of England (see Chapter 3). The North East
and West Midlands had three times the level of relative provision mapped in
the East of England. London, which had higher rates of specialist
accommodation based services relative to other regions (with the exception of
the West Midlands), had a relatively low rate of floating support service
provision on this measure.
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Table 4.3: Mapped places in floating support services for people at risk of domestic
violence in comparison with the projected female population aged 15 and over

Region Mid 2008 Female Floating Number of
projection of population support floating
female aged 15 and service support
population older in tens places service places
aged 15 and | of thousands mapped per 10,000
older women aged
15 and older
North East 1,103,200 110.3 658 6
North West 2,924,800 292.5 679 23
Yorkshire & Humber 2,206,600 220.7 1162 53
East Midlands 1,877,800 187.8 742 4
West Midlands 2,269,600 227 1.498 6.6
East of England 2,412,200 241.2 484 >
London 3,168,100 316.8 823 2.6
South East 3,550,000 355 1,059 3
South West 2,242,200 224.2 664 3
All 20,651,300 2065.1 7,769 38

Source: ONS Regional population projections for 2008 and mapping exercise.

4.14 Levels of floating support service provision were not found to be significantly
associated with particular local authority administrative types or with levels of
relative area deprivation. Levels of floating support service provision were
also not associated with levels of refuge and other specialist accommodation
based service provision>°.

4.15 Floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence were
guite often provided at a higher rate in rural areas than was the case for most
cities. However, the relationship was not an entirely consistent one, as is
illustrated in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Floating support services in local authorities relative to population by extent

of rurality
Area type Average Median level Total Total No. of
level of of places places population | authorities
places per per 10,000 (tens of
10,000 households thousands)
households
Mainly rural
areas (50%+ 2 1.3 2,604 1359.9 24
rural population)
Significant rural 2.1 17| 1,704 1020.4 26
populations
Urban 1.5 0.83 3,461 2155.3 100
All 15 1.1 7,769 4435.7 151
Source: Mapping exercise Percentages are rounded. Data were unavailable for one
authority.

% Tests were run at county council, London borough or unitary authority level (152 authorities)
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4.16 As Table 4.4 shows, while rural provision of floating support services was on
average higher, there was quite marked variation (note that the median
measure was always lower than the average). Overall, 33 per cent of urban
areas had above average relative floating support service provision (1.5
places per 10,000 population), compared to 50 per cent of areas with a
significant rural population and 32 per cent of mainly rural areas.

4.17 Floating support services can be attractive to service commissioners in more
rural areas. This is because they can travel to households who may be
geographically dispersed, and who may thus find the cost and effort involved
in travelling to reach a fixed site service difficult.

4.18 With the exception of the small number of services that were designated as
for lone women only (see below), floating support services were generally
able to engage with households at risk of violence which contained children.
As floating support services do not provide accommodation as part of their
service, but instead travel to the accommodation where a household is living,
they are usually unconstrained by issues such as the number of children in a
household, or whether or not the household contains a male child above a
certain age.

4.19 Map 4.1 summarises the rate of floating support service provision per 10,000
households at county and unitary authority level (Map 4.2 summarises the
findings at regional level). The patterns evident in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 are
shown in more detail. The higher levels of provision in the North East and
Yorkshire and the Humber are shown, as are the higher rates of provision in
many more rural areas, although as also suggested by Table 4.2, this is not
universally true, as evidenced by Cornwall and Dorset.
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Map 4.1: Places provided by floating support services for households at risk of

domestic violence per 10,000 population.
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Map 4.2: Places provided by floating support services for households at risk of

domestic violence per 10,000 population by region.
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Source: Mapping exercise
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Support provided by floating support services for households at risk of
domestic violence

TYPES OF SERVICE PROVISION

Figure 4.1 summarises the range of support provided by floating support
services, drawing on the results of Survey 2. Service provision tended to be
comprehensive, resembling the pattern of service delivery found in specialist
accommodation based services (Figure 3.1). Safety planning, as would be
expected, was very extensively offered, as was welfare advice and extensive
help with maintaining existing housing and securing new housing when
necessary. Pet fostering was the only service not provided by a majority of

service providers.

Figure 4.1: Support services provided by floating support services for households at
risk of domestic violence

Safety planning—| 96% |
Welfare advice| [91%] |
Help with PRS housing]
Help with temporary housing] |
Help with SRS housing] lm\ |
Practical help with moving] 88%
Help with setting up home-|
Help with homeless application] W‘
Counselling| 85%
Parenting advice]
Help with sanctuary scheme access—
Health support 84% |
Debt advice] 81%
Help with owner occupation— 80% |
Substance misuse support [74%] |
ETE support [70%] |
Legal adviceT 70% |
Group counselling—| 63% |
Social activities—| [60%] |
Interpreter— 60%
Pet fostering— 36%
1 | I |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Survey 2 Base: 129 service providers reporting on 226 floating support services for

households at risk of domestic violence.

Services for children and young people

4.21 Provision of services for young people and children was less extensive in

floating support services than for specialist accommodation based services
(see Figure 3.1). Under 50 per cent of service providers reported that their
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services had any functions specifically related to children. The most
commonly provided service was school liaison reported by 41 per cent of
service providers responding to Survey 2 (Figure 4.2). One-third of service
providers reported that their service or services had a child or young person’s
worker (33%, Figure 4.2), this contrasted with 75 per cent of specialist
accommodation based services (see Figure 3.1).

Figure 4.2: Support services provided by floating support services for households at
risk of domestic violence

School liaison—|
Child counselling—|

w
'y
2R

Child safety planning

Child health support— 33%
Child or young person worker
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Child group counselling=|
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After school activities| 16%,
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Source: Survey 2 Base: 129 service providers reporting on 226 floating support services for
households at risk of domestic violence.

QUALITATIVE WORK: SERVICES PROVIDED BY FLOATING SUPPORT
SERVICES

Service providers stressed the importance of floating support services for
households who could not or did not want to access refuge or other specialist
accommodation based provision. These services were also seen as crucial in
terms of early preventative work including providing assistance into
accommodation services, and helping households to live independently
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following a stay in a refuge and a move to new housing. In short, if they
worked well, they could be flexible to households’ needs.

Providers highlighted the varying needs of women in terms of how long they
needed support following experiencing domestic violence. Whilst some
women required quite limited support, it was clear that others required
ongoing support for a considerable period of time. For them this was often the
beginning of a long process of feeling confident and safe living in their (often
new) home and (often new) community. One provider explained that they
provided up to two years floating support to people leaving their specialist
accommodation as well as to people in the community. Importantly, the
availability of long-term support was seen as crucial in terms of reducing any
future risk of experiencing domestic violence, whether via reconciliation with a
former partner, or within the context of a new relationship.

As highlighted in Chapter 3, it was stressed that floating support needed to
provide a comprehensive range of support to both women and children. Some
providers felt that the nature of support needed was much broader than that
specified under existing contracts (before the Supporting People ringfence
was removed), i.e. that a service had to be very flexible in the range of
activities it undertook, sometimes extending well beyond ‘housing related’
support.

Service accessibility

Figure 4.3 shows the referral sources for floating support services for
households at risk at domestic violence. Self referral was the most common
(87% of services), followed very closely by referrals from other domestic
violence services (84%; including help lines and independent domestic
violence advisor services where present) and referral from social services
departments (83%). Housing options referrals (from local authority homeless
prevention teams) were also very common (78%). In contrast, only 19 per
cent of services reported receiving referrals from the police.

‘Same agency’ referrals were also common (78%), this meant that another
service run by the same provider had made the referral to floating support.
Thus a refuge, help line, or other service run by the same organisation was
often a source of referral to floating support services.
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Figure 4.3: Referral sources for floating support services for households at risk of
domestic violence
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Source: Survey 2 Base: 129 service providers reporting on 226 floating support services for
households at risk of domestic violence.

FLOATING SUPPORT SERVICES FOR PEOPLE AT RISK OF DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE THAT WORKED WITH SPECIFIC GROUPS OF HOUSEHOLDS

Most floating support services were described as working with women and/or
women with children (86%) and as not accessible to men. However, a few
services worked with both men and women (3%) with the same proportion of
services being focused solely on lone women (3%). A small number of
services were focused on supporting women with children only (8%)°.

Table 4.5 shows the distribution of floating support services for specific
groups. Twenty-six specialist floating support services for black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee groups were mapped. Most of these black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee services operated in the West Midlands (seven
services) and London (nine services). Three regions did not appear to have
specialist services for black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee groups (North
East, East of England and South West). Specialist provision for black, Asian,

“ This seems to have been linked to services having been developed with an initial, or ongoing, focus
on children in households at risk of domestic violence.
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minority ethnic and refugee groups was very heavily concentrated in more
urban areas** (93% of services).

A number of services were mapped as having a secondary function that
focused on client groups other than households at risk of domestic violence.
This was most commonly homeless families with support needs (10% of
services nationally, at the highest level in the East of England at 20 per cent,
Table 4.5). A smaller number of services had a secondary function to support
households with multiple needs (9% of services nationally).

Table 4.5: The extent of specialisation in floating support services for households at
risk of domestic violence in each region

Region Total Of which Of which had Of which had
services black, secondary secondary
Asian, function for function for
minority homeless households with
ethnic families with multiple needs
and support needs
refugee
services
North East 18 0 1 1
North West 39 3 0 5
Yorkshire and The 33 3 6 2
Humber
East Midlands 49 2 6 6
West Midlands 31 7 2 4
East of England 25 0 5 1
London 44 9 7 4
South East 39 2 0 3
South West 23 0 2 2
Total 301 26 29 28

Source: Mapping exercise. Percentages are rounded.
HOUSEHOLDS WHICH SOMETIMES COULD NOT BE ASSISTED

Floating support services can potentially be quite flexible in who they work
with. For example, the presence of male children over a certain age in a
household, while it may be a practical barrier to some specialist
accommodation services, may not be as much of an issue for floating support
services. Some aspects of risk management can become easier in this
context, for example the potential for different households not to get along in a
shared space is not an issue in the way it might be in a refuge (see Chapter
3). For example, someone with a history of mental health problems or anti-
social behaviour might be easier to manage and support in their own home
than in the shared environment of some specialist accommodation. However,
more specialist accommodation services use self contained units on a shared

*Li.e. areas in which less than 30% of the population was rural according to DEFRA Rural Measure.
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site, rather than shared accommodation, than was once the case (see
Chapter 3). There is also an argument that some high risk households and
individuals are better managed in specialist accommodation services which
have on-site, 24 hour staffing.

Table 4.6 shows the range of needs that floating support services were
usually able and not usually able to support, according to Survey 2. Only a
minority of services were usually able to support people at risk of domestic
violence who were exhibiting anti-social behaviour (27%), while most were not
usually able to do so (73%, Table 4.5). People at risk of domestic violence
with mental health problems or substance misuse problems were also only
reported as groups that could ‘usually’ be supported by a minority of service
providers (37% and 41%, Table 4.5).

Table 4.6: Households with specific needs that floating support services for
households at risk of domestic violence were able to support

Type of support needs Proportion of floating | Proportion of floating
support services support services not
usually able to usually able to support
support this group this group

People with mental health problems 37% 63%

People with substance misuse issues 41% 59%

People exhibiting anti-social behaviour 27% 73%

Source: Survey 2 Base: 129 service providers reporting on 226 floating support services for

households at risk of domestic violence.
Floating support services were much less likely than specialist
accommodation services to exclude households on the basis of their being
assessed as ‘high risk™*? (see Chapter 3). Only 4 per cent of floating support
services described in Survey 2 had a ‘blanket’ policy meaning they never
worked with any potentially ‘high risk’ households. This was in marked
contrast to specialist accommodation based services, only 35 per cent of
which assessed risk on a case by case basis, with a majority reporting they
would not work with high risk households (Table 3.7). However, as was the
case for specialist accommodation based services, case by case risk
assessment of households would often still have occurred in floating support
services to try to ensure worker safety.

As was noted in Chapter 3, the overall characteristics of households at risk of
domestic violence need to be considered when assessing these findings.
There is evidence, from surveys of households in the statutory homelessness
system indicating that many households at risk of domestic violence may not
necessarily have high support needs (Pleace et al, 2008). Work in Scotland

*2 There is no set definition of ‘high risk’, this is because different service providers have different risk
assessment mechanisms. In general terms, ‘high risk’ households includes those where a domestic
violence perpetrator is still present or proximate and actively causing harm or a household that
represents a high risk of harm to itself and/or to others.
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with refuge providers has indicated a more mixed picture, with some evidence
of high support needs, particularly in respect of substance misuse and mental
health problems, but still reported that high support needs were far from
universal (Fitzpatrick et al, 2003).

4.34 As was the case with specialist accommodation based services, only a
minority of floating support services were reported as usually able to assist
households with no recourse to public funds (27%).

QUALITATIVE WORK: SERVICE ACCESSIBILITY

4.35 Service providers and national stakeholders who were interviewed for the
research took the view that floating support services had fewer barriers to
access than specialist accommodation services. Floating support services
were viewed as able to work with people at risk of violence, who, because of a
number of reasons ranging from household size, the presence of male
children over a certain age or a specific support need, might be difficult to
support in shared specialist accommodation.

4.36 Some concerns were expressed that the range of support specified in
contracts, which were within the Supporting People framework, was too
narrow. Service providers and national stakeholders involved in floating
support services delivery wanted more flexibility in the scope and extent of
support they could offer. However, this finding has to be seen in the light of
the planned removal of the Supporting People ringfence. Since Supporting
People was introduced in 2003, funding arrangements have become
increasingly flexible in terms of the range of services that can be funded and
with the removal of the ringfence around the Supporting People budget, this
flexibility will increase still further**. These changes to funding meant that
groups like 16-17 year-olds, larger families and people without recourse to
public funds at risk of domestic violence could potentially be supported in
future.

4.37 Although subject to the provision of suitably adapted and equipped housing,
floating support services were also regarded as potentially more suitable for
disabled people at risk of domestic violence. This was because they did not
require a disabled person to move to a specialist accommodation service that
might not be suitably adapted for their specific needs.

4.38 Providers did however raise a possible barrier to access (or at least use of
services) for many households who were working. Most services typically
operated on a 9 to 5 basis and this meant it might be difficult for working
people at risk of domestic violence to engage with floating support services.

a3 http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/supportingpeoplefunding.pdf
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Service effectiveness

MEETING SERVICE USERS’' NEEDS

Overall, 47 per cent of service providers reported that their floating support
services met service users’ needs ‘very well’. Just over two-fifths of providers
(43%) reported that their floating support services met needs ‘quite well’ and
only one tenth reported ‘mixed success’ (10%, Table 4.7). No service
providers reported that services did not meet needs ‘very well’ or ‘not at all
well’.

Table 4.7: Service providers’ assessment of how well their floating support services
met the needs of households at risk of domestic violence

Assessment of how well the needs of Number of Percentage
service users were met service providers
Very well 58 47%
Quite well 53 43%
Mixed success 12 10%
Total 123 100%

Source: Survey 2. Base: 123 service providers reporting on 218 services (Six service
providers did answer this question). Percentages are rounded.
Where floating support services were viewed as meeting needs very well, this
was linked to respondents to Survey 2 expressing the view that they could
provide a wide ranging and flexible service that was individually assessed. In
addition, good coordination with other services was widely viewed as
important to achieving positive outcomes.

The service operates a support planning system to enable women to
identify and receive the support best suited to their needs. The
service is responsive to the emotional needs alongside the practical
needs and provides ongoing activities to enable women to access
other women who have suffered with abuse. [We use] comments
cards and feedback is very positive (Written response to Survey 2).

Experienced, trained team, established 15 years, working in close
partnership with other DA agencies and groups, e.g. Women'’s Aid,
MARAC, Social Care, Health (Written response to Survey 2).

Written responses from service providers to Survey 2 drew attention to two
factors that limited floating support service effectiveness. The first was the
capacity of the services to respond to risk. There were times when floating
support services had to stop support because risks became unacceptable for
workers, mainly due to the presence of a domestic violence perpetrator. The
second factor identified as sometimes compromising service effectiveness
was the effect of financial constraints.

While we endeavour to support the family throughout the time that
they wish us to be involved, we still have to look and monitor the risk
to us if we are supporting victims that wish to remain with the abuser.
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Perceptions on the adequacy of service provision in England relative to
need

6.23 This section presents the views of respondents in the study, both those who
responded to the two surveys and also those who took part in the qualitative
work, on the extent to which they considered that current services were
adequate to meet the needs of households at risk of domestic violence
nationally. The first section considers the need for specific types of services,
whilst the second section examines any need for services for particular sub-
groups of households at risk of domestic violence.

THE NEED FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF SERVICES

Evidence from Survey 1 and Survey 2

6.24 Table 6.4 summarises the need to either expand or develop new services
reported by local authorities responding to Survey 1. Local authorities were
most likely to identify a need for an expansion of floating support services
(39% of responding authorities). This compared to 31 per cent reporting a
need to expand specialist accommodation and 20 per cent a need to expand
sanctuary provision. Table 6.4 also shows that there was greatest variation
between regions in the proportions of local authorities reporting a need to
expand floating support services. Seventy-one per cent of authorities in
Yorkshire and Humber reported a need to expand floating support compared
to only 14 per cent of authorities in the South West. There was much less
variation in reports of local authorities on the need to expand specialist
accommodation (21% of authorities to 40% of authorities in any one region).

Table 6.4: Local authority reported need to expand or commission new services by
main service types and region

Expand
Expand sanctuary
floating Expand specialist scheme
Region support accommodation provision Base

North East 60% 40% 60% 5
North West 48% 40% 24% 25
Yorkshire &
Humber 71% 43% 21% 14
East Midlands 26% 21% 16% 19
West Midlands 53% 35% 35% 17
East England 42% 29% 29% 24
London 50% 35% 15% 20
South East 25% 28% 8% 40
South West 14% 23% 14% 22
England 39% 31% 20% 186

Source: Survey 1.

6.25 Table 6.5 summarises the differences in the perceived need for additional
services reported by local authorities in response to Survey 1 and service
providers in response to Survey 2. Service providers were asked to focus on
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their perception of the need for services in their main area of operation. There
was a general tendency for service providers to report a higher need for
additional services than local authorities. Views between local authorities and
service providers were most divergent in respect of services for specialist
accommodation services (a difference of 34%, Table 6.4). Local authorities
and service providers were closer in respect to the need to expand floating
support services and sanctuary schemes (differences of 26% and 21%
respectively).

Table 6.5: Differences in the perceived need for additional services from local
authorities and service providers by service type

Service
Service type LAs providers Difference
Expand floating support 39% 65% 26%
Expand specialist accommodation 31% 65% 34%
Expand sanctuary scheme provision 20% 41% 21%
Base 186 245

Source: Survey 1 and Survey 2

It might be assumed that areas with fewer services available per 10,000
population might report a greater need to expand services. However, there
was no statistical relationship between the responses of local authorities or
service providers and the reported need to expand services. There were also
no associations with the extent of rurality of local authorities, or the broad
administrative type of local authority.

Views of service providers, local authorities and key stakeholders

Respondents at the consultation events®, and key stakeholders, tended to
take the view that each local area needed to have a range of accommodation
based options available to households at risk of domestic violence. They
largely agreed that this should include specialist accommodation services,
floating support services and sanctuary schemes.

Respondents stressed that in their experience that the needs of people at risk
of domestic violence often differ substantially from one another, and that
these needs may change over time. In their view, assessment processes and
the service mix in an area should be able to respond flexibly in two senses.
First, it should be able to cope with a variety of need and second, it should be
able to adapt to changing needs. Respondents drew attention to the
Women'’s Aid Best Practice Model as a basis for thinking about the range of
services an area should have®

% These were mainly service providers rather than local authorities, see Appendix 1.

% This model states that each local authority area needs services that are available that encompass
refuge provision, resettlement support, IDVA services, outreach support, group support, sexual
violence services and perpetrator programmes with appropriate support services. See Women'’s Aid
(2009) Commissioning domestic violence services: A quick guide http://www.womensaid.org.uk/
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Reflecting service provider perspectives in Survey 2, many respondents who
were involved in service provision were of the view that considerable
expansion of most types of services was required.

| don’t think there is too much of anything anywhere to be perfectly
honest, | just don’t think there is, most areas haven't got enough.
(National stakeholder)

There was a perception among some service providers and stakeholders that
the policy of the then government was over-orientated towards the provision
of floating support services. Respondents believed that there was a continued
need for specialist accommodation services, including refuges, and that this
was being neglected. While it needs to be recognised that some of those
commenting on this perceived trend in policy were involved in the delivery of
specialist accommodation services, mainly refuges, these views were
nevertheless widely held. Some respondents reported a concern that the
required mix of services in an area was sometimes not being delivered,
because there was insufficient provision of specialist accommodation
services, alongside other accommodation and housing related support for
people at risk of domestic violence.

...there is a need for safe accommodation and the added value that
refuges give, the support that comes from peer support as well as
from staff in those kind of settings...(Service provider)

THE NEED FOR SERVICES FOR PARTICULAR GROUPS OF HOUSEHOLDS AT
RISK OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Evidence from Survey 1 and Survey 2

Service providers and local authorities were also asked to identify whether
services needed expanding for specific sub-groups of households at risk of
domestic violence. In contrast to the findings for different types of services,
service providers and local authorities were much closer in their reported
need for the expansion of these services for most groups. Table 6.6 shows
that 41 per cent of local authorities, and 45 per cent of service providers,
reported a need to expand services for black, Asian, minority ethnic and
refugee groups in their local area. A very similar proportion of providers
reported a perceived need to increase services for lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered people. There was a particularly high perceived need for
services for people with no recourse to public funding (63% of local
authorities; 75% of service providers). Over half of both providers and service
providers identified a need for extra services for people with multiple needs,
people with substance misuse problems and young people. Overall, Table 6.6
indicates that providers and local authorities tended to perceive a need to
increase services for most sub-groups of people with the possible exception
of the expansion of services for men affected by domestic violence where only
9 per cent of providers recorded a perceived need in this area.
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Table 6.6: Differences in the perceived need for additional services for specific
subgroups from local authorities and service providers by service type

Expand services for specific
subgroup of households at risk of Service
domestic violence: LAs providers Difference

Expand services for black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee groups 41% 45% 4%
Expand services for men 9% 53% 44%
People with no recourse to public funds 63% 75% 12%
Lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 43% 45% 2%
Multiple needs 53% 53% 0%
Substance misuse 56% 55% -1%
Mental health problems 44% 61% 17%
Disabled people 33% 48% 15%
Learning difficulties 29% 46% 17%
Older people 24% 31% 7%
Young people 50% 62% 12%
Perpetrator schemes 44% 56% 12%
Base 186 245

Source: Survey 1 and Survey 2

Urban authorities reported a need for some additional services for specific
subgroups shown in Table 6.6 at a higher rate than rural authorities. Urban
authorities were significantly more likely to report a need for services for
people at risk of domestic violence who had no recourse to public funds (77%
of urban authorities compared to 44% of rural authorities). Urban authorities
were also more likely to report a need for additional specific services for
lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people at risk of domestic violence
(56% compared to 32% of rural authorities). Additional services for young
people were also identified as need at a higher rate (59% of urban authorities
compared to 41% of rural authorities).

VIEWS OF SERVICE PROVIDERS, LOCAL AUTHORITIES, KEY
STAKEHOLDERS AND SERVICE USERS

Participants in the consultation event, focus groups and interviews stressed
the need for the development of services in the following areas:

Services for black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee communities

Service providers perceived that there had been a contraction of services for
black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee communities in recent years,
drawing attention to research conducted by a leading agency working in the
sector (Women’s Resource Centre, 2007; Imkaan, 2008). Providers of
accommodation and housing related support for black, Asian, minority ethnic
and refugee groups at risk of domestic violence took the view that there was a
severe shortage of specific services.

156



6.35

6.36

6.37

6.38

6.39

6.40

6.41

Providers of black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee services often stressed
the specific needs of black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee communities,
including how households may be fleeing from complex family and community
situations (including the very specific situation of honour based violence).
They were also of the view that services that understood specific cultural
needs and experiences and which could provide interpreters were important.
A general need for cultural sensitivity across all forms of accommodation and
housing related support was identified by a few service providers.

Black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee service users interviewed in the
focus groups often reported that they preferred a culturally specific service.
For some of these women culturally specific services seemed particularly
important when they did not speak English as a first language. However,
some black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee service users said they would
have accessed a non-black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee service as
long as it was a women only service.

Some service providers also reported that they perceived a need for services
that could provide specialist domestic violence support to people fleeing
domestic violence from the travelling community. Travellers were seen as a
‘hard-to-reach’ group but one in which needs were viewed as being likely to
be quite high.

Women with no recourse to public funds

Participants in the consultation exercise raised what they regarded as a
particular concern about the lack of provision for women with no recourse to
public funds. Service providers delivering specialist black, Asian, minority
ethnic and refugee services reported an increase in numbers of referrals from
this group, including asylum seekers.

As outlined in Chapter 3, social services have a statutory responsibility to
children, but not to adults, in no recourse to public funds households. Service
providers involved in the consultation exercise made reference to cases
where social services had offered to take children into care, or arrange for
children to be placed with the perpetrator where the children were not
considered to be at risk of abuse. However, the consultation exercise was not
a sufficiently robust research exercise to be confident of how widespread this
practice was by social services. This may be an area of policy that warrants
further, specific, investigation.

Providers welcomed the new pilot scheme to make it easier for people fleeing
domestic violence to access refuge provision whilst they submitted a claim for
Indefinite Leave to Remain (see Chapter 3).

Some service users who were interviewed explained that their immigration
status had been a major barrier to them in their attempts to leave an abuser.
One woman explained that she had been living in a refuge for three years,
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with her no recourse to public funds status meaning she could not move onto
settled accommodation, nor access most services or employment. She
explained that social services had referred her to the refuge saying that they
could offer no help except for taking her children into care.

Lesbians, gay, bisexual and transgender groups

The mapping exercise recorded only six accommodation and housing related
services for lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender groups, all but one of
which were primarily homelessness services with a secondary domestic
violence function. A few service providers reported their perception that the
experience of domestic violence is often likely to be different for lesbian, gay,
bisexual and transgender people. For example, lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender people may be more likely to be at risk from family members who
become violent on learning that their relatives have a different sexual
orientation.

In the view of some service providers, the relatively close-knit nature of some
lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender communities may make it harder to
reveal that domestic violence is taking place, and may make it harder to
escape safely from a violent ex-partner. A few service providers reported that
abuse could take specific forms for lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender
people, for example threatening to “out” someone to family members or
employers, or withholding hormonal treatments from transsexual persons.

Service providers also sometimes reported that lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender people might also experience homophobic reactions from other
service users if they have to use shared accommodation provision. It was
thought that lesbian women would usually require separate provision to gay
men. It was thought possible for some specialist accommodation based
provision to adequately meet the needs of lesbians (for example, where it is
self-contained and has specialist workers) but also that this could not be
automatically presumed. Similarly, some services for men (see below) were
thought able to meet the needs of gay men if they are individually delivered
(for example, floating support).

Other research suggests gay men’s needs are quite different to that of
heterosexual men, in particular that they may need longer term support than
heterosexual men. Gay men may also have different preferences for service
types, including being more likely to accept face-to-face support as well as
referrals to housing services than heterosexual men (Robinson, 2006). Some
services will also be inaccessible to pre-operative transgender persons, such
as some specialist accommodation services (see Chapter 3).
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Disabled people/households containing a disabled person

6.46 Service providers generally considered that inadequate attention had been
given to the needs of disabled household members who were at risk of
domestic violence. The availability of accommodation for households with
sensory or mobility impairments was described as ‘woeful’ by one provider.

6.47 As outlined in Chapter 3, a number of service providers highlighted how
difficult it was to arrange accommodation based services for disabled people
who needed live-in carers. Specialist accommodation services were unlikely
to have joining rooms or be able to spare a room for a carer. Some service
providers reported that the situation could be particularly difficult where
someone was escaping abuse from a carer and/or had to move to another
local authority area, as social services could rarely arrange another carer
quickly enough to enable someone to move into a refuge.

Households with multiple needs

6.48 Most service providers reported that they had seen an increase in the
numbers of households presenting with complex or multiple needs, such as
mental health problems, substance misuse issues and experience of working
in the sex industry. In particular, it was seen as difficult for accommodation
based services to provide a high quality service for households with complex
needs within current structures and resource allocations.

Young adults

6.49 There was a general consensus that more provision was needed for young
women, possibly around short-term housing options that could give them a
safe space from which they could consider their housing options. It was
considered that some young people might benefit from specialist services,
including specialist accommodation services and floating support services,
that could adequately address domestic violence issues.

Children

6.50 Service users who took part in the focus groups reported their experience that
assistance with children in services was often quite time-limited. In addition,
the majority of service providers and key stakeholders reported the view that
services often did not have sufficient specific provision of support for children.
One reason for this was reported by service providers and stakeholders as
being the inflexibility of some revenue funding sources. Some sources, such
as Supporting People, were set up to meet the needs of adults and were not
intended to provide support to children. Some providers also mentioned that
the skills set required by children’s workers were not always recognised, i.e.
there was a need for highly skilled workers in this field which had cost
implications.
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It's an area of extremely high need, children’s service, it's not being
met in present provision, it's a huge gap...(Service provider)

Services for men

Providers and key players generally agreed that there was probably a need
for some further development of services for men. However, many
respondents were of the view that this needed to be carefully researched at a
local level. It was strongly argued by many respondents that male services
needed to be distinct, and physically separate from, women'’s services.

Some research has suggested that men’s experiences of domestic violence
may be distinctive. Threats to Kill, stalking and reports of extreme jealousy
and control may be less prominent amongst male compared to female victims
(Robinson, 2006). Some of the service providers interviewed for the research
and taking part in the consultation exercise drew attention to these
differences.

We have to be careful not to say that services for men are not
needed, it's about appropriate services for men, based on identified
needs... if there is a need for men that has to be researched, looked
at and the demand and all the rest of it explored and then the
appropriateness of services developed around that, not just making
women'’s services develop services for men...(Service provider)

Service providers were found to often have the view that separate services for
men and women at risk of domestic violence were needed, particularly
accommodation based services. This was both to meet needs adequately but
also to ensure safety, as it was acknowledged that some perpetrators
presented as victims. The need for gender separation not being recognised,
in the context of a perceived trend to replace specialist services with generic
housing support services (see Chapter 6 for details) was a concern for some
providers. Some reported a concern that some local authorities did not appear
to understand their new equality duties, and were incorrectly attempting to
extend access to men of women only services®”

The future development of services

This section of the report reports the planned development of services as
described by local authorities (Survey 1) and service providers (Survey 2), as
well as the key factors that support and inhibit the development of services.
Views of respondents taking part in the qualitative work are also presented.

®" The code of practice for the Gender Equality Duty makes it clear that the duty is not about
providing the same or equal service for men and women in all cases. Public authorities
should recognise that men and women have different needs and identical treatment may not
always be appropriate and can even reinforce disadvantage. In this way the Gender Equality
Duty may be used to support initiatives such as women-only refuges or men-only support
groups. http://www.equalities.gov.uk
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PLANNED SERVICE DEVELOPMENTS

Service providers in Survey 2 were asked to report whether they had any
plans to develop new services in the next two years. Fourteen per cent
reported a plan to develop new floating support services and a further 5 per
cent had plans to develop specific new support services for children and/or
young people. It was very unusual for service providers to report plans to
create entirely new specialist accommodation services, such as refuges (3%).
However a further 44 per cent stated that they hoped to develop some of their
existing services in more modest ways, for example by employing an
additional worker.

Survey 1 asked local authority respondents to describe their commissioning
plans for domestic violence accommodation and housing related support
services over the next two years. In the case of unitary authorities and county
councils, these plans were the strategic responsibility of the authority. District
councils that responded to Survey 1 were reporting on plans that were
predominantly organised at county council level, including under Supporting
People arrangements.

Table 6.7 shows that a small number of authorities (9%) reported that the
existing housing support services for households at risk of domestic violence
in their area were going to be re-commissioned and 16 per cent reported that
new services were being commissioned. Six per cent of responding
authorities reported that services were being reviewed as part of a
comprehensive domestic violence strategy. A majority of areas (69%) did not
have specific commissioning plans for accommodation and housing related
support services for people at risk of domestic violence in place.

Table 6.7: Strategic plans for services reported by local authorities

All
Specific commissioning plans for new services authorities
None reported 69%
Re-commissioning of existing services 9%
Commissioning new services 16%
Services being reviewed within comprehensive DV strategy 6%
All 100%
Base 183

Source: Survey 1. Three authorities did not respond to these questions.

6.58 A minority of local authorities (14%) reported there had been

decommissioning of one or more accommodation based services for
households at risk of domestic violence during ‘the last few years’ in their
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area®® The most common reason given was a lack of efficiency in the service,
followed by changes in local strategic priorities and reductions in overall
budgets. No pattern was evident in this decommissioning, i.e. services of a
particular type were not more likely to be decommissioned than other
services.

The research took place at a time in which widespread public expenditure
cuts were widely anticipated. It is likely that this exercised at least some
influence on how the service providers and local authorities viewed the
possibilities for new service development. While plans for new services were
modest, they were broadly in line with trends in the sector over recent years
(see Table 6.1), i.e. the service providers and local authorities were most
frequently engaged with development of new floating support services.

FACTORS ENABLING NEW SERVICE DEVELOPMENT

Figure 6.2 reports the factors that local authorities responding to Survey 1
identified as enabling the development of new accommodation and housing
related support services for people at risk of domestic violence. Flexible
funding was most commonly identified (51%) and this was closely followed by
joint planning and commissioning arrangements (46%). Just over one-third of
authorities (36%) also reported that cross-authority commissioning (i.e.
developing services that covered several local authority areas jointly) help
develop new services. Local political commitment was also seen as important
by one-third of authorities, with smaller groups reporting that changes in or
redeployment of funding were important. Only a minority reported that the
changes to Supporting People were potentially significant in enabling new
service development (11%), but this was prior to those changes being fully
implemented.

% Base: 193 local authorities. Note: As Survey 1 respondent authorities included district councils
which tended to lack service commissioning powers (unlike county councils, unitary authorities and
London boroughs), the question was phrased in terms of any services in their area had been
decommissioned.
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Figure 6.2: Factors facilitating new service development reported by local authorities

Flexible funding—
Joint planning and commissioning—|
Cross authority commissioning—

Local political commitment— 33%
Changes in funding level—|
Redeployment of funding—

Removal of Supporting People ringfence— |11%!
T T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Survey 1 Base: 189 authorities.

Local authorities tended to report a high degree of joint working around
domestic violence issues. Just over three-quarters (77%) of authorities had a
multi-agency domestic violence strategy developed with other agencies with a
further one in eight (12%) in the process of developing a multi-agency
strategy®. London boroughs were the most likely to have a strategy (90%)
followed by unitary authorities (83%). District councils were less likely to
report the presence of a strategy (66%).

A similarly high proportion of local authorities reported that there was a joint
information sharing protocol in place for data sharing between domestic
violence services in their area (71%). A further 13 per cent of authorities
reported a protocol was in development™.

Perceptions of joint working with local authorities were generally positive
among service providers (Survey 2). Overall, 77 per cent reported that local
agencies worked very or quite well together in tackling domestic violence in
their main area of operation. A further 19 per cent described the effectiveness
of joint working as ‘mixed’. Only a very small number reported that joint
working did not function well (4%) ™

%9 Base: 168 local authorities.

0 Base: 170 local authorities.

™ Base: 230 service providers.
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6.64 Although joint working was perceived as important, there was no statistically
significant association with perceptions of joint working and whether a service
provider was planning new service development. Similarly, local authorities
with a domestic violence strategy in place were no more likely than other
authorities to be in the process of commissioning new services.

FACTORS INHIBITING NEW SERVICE DEVELOPMENT

6.65 Figure 6.3 summarises the factors that local authorities reported as inhibiting
new service development (Survey 1). Short term funding was most commonly
identified as an issue (59%), followed by changes in funding (36%). The
removal of the Supporting People ringfence was anticipated as having an
inhibiting effect by 26 per cent of authorities, but this was of course prior to
those changes being fully implemented. Poor joint planning, a lack of local
political commitment and competing demands from other groups were
reported by a minority of authorities as a potential barrier. The planning
system was the factor least likely to be reported as inhibiting new service
development (15% of authorities).

6.66 Service providers were asked whether they were concerned about the future
of any of their services (Survey 2). Seventy-seven per cent of service
providers reported concerns about the future of their services™ In response to
a follow-up question on the reasons for their concerns, service providers
reported a range of issues. There were specific concerns that specialist
accommodation based services, particularly refuges, were increasingly seen
as too ‘expensive’ relative to floating support by local authorities. The view
that specialist accommodation based services were seen as outdated or
outmoded by local authority commissioners was also sometimes reported by
service providers.

Current SP contracts end in March 2010, there has been no dialogue
about the future of services after this date and the local DV Strategy
does not include accommodation based services. Development and
service improvement is difficult when funding is short term. The
National Indicator relating to DV is broad and prevention based,
making it difficult for Refuges to prove their worth (Written response
to Survey 2).

2 Base: 215 service providers.
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Figure 6.3: Factors inhibiting new service development reported by local authorities

Short term funding
Changes in funding level—| 36%
Removal of Supporting People ringfence—
Poor joint planning—
Lack of local political commitment— 17%
Competing demands from other groups-| 16%
Planning system-
T T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: Survey 1. Base: 189 authorities.

6.67 Some service providers in Survey 2 and the qualitative interviews had related
concerns that there were sometimes local policy imperatives to replace
specialist domestic violence services with lower cost generalist services.

Funding is a major issue, up until Sept '08 we ran 3 of the 4 refuges
in [city] and floating support which covered most of our central
running costs. The refuges are now managed by housing
associations and so we are struggling to find other funding to cover
core running costs (Written response to Survey 2).

... local authorities are commissioning out services which have been
run by tried and tested and respected and experienced organisations
for thirty years and they are being won by larger generic
organisations with no specialist experience because they provide a
lower cost per unit but we are seriously concerned about the long-
term implications and in fact we might end up setting up a revolving
door syndrome...(National stakeholder).

6.68 Black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee service providers were particularly
worried about the impact of present commissioning patterns on services for
the households they supported. One of the providers taking part in the
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consultation explained that their local authority was in the process of re-
commissioning black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee refuge services so
that one provider would be responsible for all groups; this would see the loss
of specialist services for Asian women. Research has also documented a
reduction in services in this area (Imkaan, 2008).

Only two generic housing support providers took part in the consultation
process’ It was clear that one of these organisations had experienced a
sharp learning curve in delivering services. A high priority had been placed on
establishing effective links with specialist services in the community who could
deliver additional support services to their service users. For example, one
provider could access specialist counselling services and legal services from
a specialist domestic violence resource centre in their area. One provider did
identify a potential weakness in service provision due to the lack of
specialism. It was also notable that both services operated more flexible
policies around male visitors than most specialist refuges™ However, these
generic housing support providers also felt that they could offer some
advantages to service users:

The advantage is that [housing provider] has the good knowledge of
housing, providing supported housing, background. Sometimes |
think the disadvantage is that they are not specialised in domestic
abuse but external training is provided, that can be a bit of a
weakness, but it is the sound knowledge of years of being able to
provide supported housing services to very many different groups,
they have set up so many other services whether it is single
homeless or other family units, they know what they are doing, they
have the experience, they do set up good services. (Service
provider)

The research did not have any robust evidence on the impact of any shift from
specialist to non-specialist accommodation. The results of Survey 1 did not, at
the time the data were collected, suggest widespread re-commissioning of
services was being planned (Table 6.3). It may have been that a shift towards
generic services was less widespread than some service providers
anticipated. However, provider concerns were very strongly felt and arguably
this area might benefit from further investigation.

At the time of the study, Supporting People had become a key source of
funding for the sector, although rarely the sole funder. Some respondents
expressed anticipated concerns about the possible impact of changes to the
Supporting People programme, in relation to possible reductions in funding

8 Other generic providers were invited to attend the consultation process but were unable to attend.

" For example, one allowed male visitors by arrangement, the other did not have a specific woman
only policy for residents or staffing although in practice they were operating as a women only service.
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and possible loss of commissioning expertise for specific domestic violence
services (including possible impacts on cross-authority commissioning).

Conclusions

Provision of accommodation and housing related support services for people
at risk of domestic violence is undergoing two changes. First, there is a trend
towards replacing shared specialist accommodation services with self-
contained units. Second, there is evidence of a growing use of floating
support services. However, while these trends are both evident, they must be
seen in the context of evidence that widespread changes to service provision
and service commissioning were not occurring. Most local authorities
reported there were no plans to alter service provision in their area.

Supporting People has become a key source of funding for the sector.
However, it is more heavily relied on by providers of specialist
accommodation based services than providers of other services. In addition,
Supporting People is rarely the sole source of funding for services, even if it
may often be the most significant.

Service providers tended to report a higher need for additional services than
local authorities, especially in the case of specialist accommodation based
services. Both local authorities and service providers were least likely to
report a need to expand sanctuary scheme services. A high proportion of local
authorities and service providers were likely to report the need for more
services that could address the needs of particular sub-groups amongst
households at risk of domestic violence.
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7 Overview of service provision and the need for
services

Key points

The mapping exercise showed no evidence of extensive service
‘deserts’, i.e. parts of England in which no accommodation and housing
related support services for people at risk of domestic violence were
available.

There was significant evidence from the mapping exercise that relative
levels of service provision could be variable.

London had higher relative provision of specialist accommodation
services than most regions, but also had lower relative provision of
floating support services than most regions. The North East was the
opposite of London. Most other regions tended to have similar levels
of service provision.

Service provision was generally not influenced by how rural an
authority was. The one exception was London, which tended to have a
greater concentration of specialist accommodation services relative to
population and a lower concentration of floating support services
relative to population.

When floating support services and specialist accommodation services
are examined together, relative rates of provision are higher in the
Midlands, North East and Yorkshire and Humberside than elsewhere.

The North West and the East of England had the lowest relative rates
of total provision of floating support and specialist accommodation
services.

There was variation in the level of service provision for black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee groups. Services were, in relative terms,
most extensive in the Midlands, London, the North East and Yorkshire
and Humberside.

There is evidence that specialist accommodation and housing related
support services for people at risk of domestic violence provide a wider
range of services than is the case for accommodation based services
with a secondary domestic violence function.
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e Perceptions of the need for services and the extent to which needs
were being met varied. Limitations in current data make accurate need
projection problematic. There was more consensus on the need for
additional provision for particular subgroups at risk of domestic
violence than for a general expansion of service provision.

Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of accommodation and housing related
support services for people at risk of domestic violence in England. The
chapter begins with a brief description of the range of services available,
before moving on to explore the extent to which different areas of England are
covered by different types of service provision. The chapter then summarises
findings on the range of support these services offered. Chapter 7 concludes
with a review of the main findings on the adequacy of service provision in
England.

Service provision in England

The mapping exercise that formed the core of this research has shown that
the three main forms of accommodation and housing related support services
for people at risk of domestic violence are specialist accommodation services,
predominantly women’s refuges (445 services offering 4,035 household
places in total, see Chapter 3), floating support services (301 services offering
7,769 household places, see Chapter 4) and sanctuary schemes (covering 77
per cent of district and unitary authorities, see Chapter 2). All three main types
of service were used to support the homelessness legislation in both
facilitating access to settled housing where needed and, particularly in the
case of sanctuary schemes, in helping to prevent homelessness (see
chapters 1 and 5).

In addition to these services, there are 71 fixed site services offering,
temporary, supported, accommodation to homeless families and other
homeless households, which have a secondary domestic violence function
(see Chapter 3). Perpetrator schemes also operate, attempting to manage
the root cause of the housing loss that can arise as a result of domestic
violence (see Chapter 2).

THE EXTENT OF SERVICE PROVISION ACROSS ENGLAND

With the exception of sanctuary schemes, services varied in the extent to
which they were a strictly ‘local’ resource. In the case of both specialist
accommodation services and floating support services, it is part of their
designed function to offer a service to households outside their area. In
particular, 70 per cent of referrals to specialist accommodation services were
from outside the local authority area in which they were situated (see Chapter
3). Women, children and, much more unusually, men at risk of domestic
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violence, may need to escape a perpetrator by moving to neighbouring, or
remote, local authorities.

Table 7.1 shows service coverage at two levels. As specialist
accommodation services and floating support services have a wider
catchment area, coverage is shown at county and unitary authority level.
Sanctuary provision must, of course, be highly localised because it must be
delivered to households at risk of domestic violence in their existing homes.
On this basis, the measure employed in Chapter 2 is repeated here, overall
sanctuary coverage across all the district councils and unitary authorities in a
region.

Table 7.1: Broad extent of service coverage for the three main service types at
regional level

Percentage of | Percentage of

Percentage of unitary district councils

unitary authorities | authorities and | and unitary

and counties with | counties with authorities with

specialist floating sanctuary

accommodation support scheme
Regions services services coverage
East Midlands 100% 100% 65%
East of England 73% 82% 77%
London 97% 76% 88%
North East England 100% 75% 75%
North West England 91% 70% 82%
South East England 89% 74% 70%
South West England 93% 73% 70%
West Midlands 94% 89% 80%
Yorkshire & Humber 93% 93% 95%
Total 93% 79% 77%

Source: Mapping exercise

Most counties and unitary authorities contained specialist accommodation
services (93%). The lowest level of provision was 73 per cent of counties and
unitary authorities in the East of England and the highest 100 per cent of
these authorities in the East Midlands and North East regions. Floating
support services were slightly less widespread (79% of all counties and
unitary authorities in England). The lowest level was found among counties
and unitary authorities in the North West (70%), the highest in these
authorities in the East Midlands (100%).

Sanctuary provision did not appear, from the results of the mapping exercise,
to be available in 23 per cent of the district councils and unitary authorities in
England (Table 7.1). The level of provision ranged from 65 per cent of district
councils and unitary authorities in the East Midlands to 95 per cent of district
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and unitary authorities in Yorkshire and Humberside (Table 7.1 and see
Chapter 2).

There were no areas of England which can, with certainty, be characterised
as ‘service deserts’ i.e. as totally lacking access to any form of specific
accommodation and floating support services for people at risk of domestic
violence. However, there was evidence that the level of service provision was
subject to variation.

RELATIVE RATES OF SERVICE PROVISION IN ENGLAND

Table 7.2 summarises the rate of provision of specialist accommodation
services and floating support services at regional level. This is measured as
the number of household places per 10,000 population. London was mapped
as having an average of 1.3 adult places in specialist accommodation
services per 10,000 people and 1.1 places for children per 10,000 population.
London had a relatively low level of floating support services provision, at an
average of 1.2 places per 10,000 population. In all other regions the relative
level of floating support services was higher than the relative level of specialist
accommodation services.
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Table 7.2: Average (mean) and median places in specialist accommodation services
and floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence per 10,000
population at regional level

Places in
Places in specialist
specialist accommodation | Places in
accommodation | based services | floating
based services | for children per | support per
per 10,000 10,000 10,000
Regions Statistic | population population population
Mean 0.7 1.0 2.3
East Midlands Median 0.7 0.8 2.0
Mean 0.6 0.7 1.0
East of England Median 0.7 0.8 1.0
Mean 1.3 1.1 1.2
London Median 1.2 1.2 0.7
Mean 0.7 1.2 2.5
North East England Median 0.6 1.2 15
Mean 0.7 0.9 1.1
North West England Median 0.7 0.7 0.8
Mean 1.0 0.8 1.9
South East England Median 1.0 0.6 1.2
Mean 1.0 0.9 1.9
South West England Median 0.9 1.0 1.3
Mean 1.3 1.2 2.5
West Midlands Median 1.0 0.7 2.1
Mean 0.8 0.9 2.3
Yorkshire & Humber Median 0.7 1.1 1.9
Mean 1.0 1.0 1.7
England Median 0.9 1.0 1.1

Source: Mapping exercise and ONS population projections.

RELATIVE OVERALL PROVISION OF FLOATING SUPPORT AND SPECIALIST
ACCOMMODATION SERVICES

Table 7.3 shows the rates at which floating support and specialist
accommodation services for households at risk of domestic violence were
provided on the basis of the total places available, in both sets of services, per
10,000 population. Across England, there was an average of 2.7 places
(median 2.1 places) in floating support and specialist accommodation services
per 10,000 population.

As can be seen, on this measure, the Midlands, North East England and
Yorkshire and Humberside had the highest, relative, provision of services.
London, which had higher than typical rates of specialist accommodation
services, but lower rates of floating support services, is not particularly high up
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the table on this measure. The North West and the East of England had the
lowest relative rates of overall provision of floating support and specialist
accommodation services. Relative levels of combined floating support
services and specialist accommodation service places per 10,000 population
were not related to how rural an authority was.

Table 7.3: Average (mean) and median places in both specialist accommodation
services and floating support services for households at risk of domestic violence per
10,000 population at regional level

Regions Average (mean) places in Median places in floating
floating support and specialist | support and specialist
accommodation services per accommodation services
10,000 population per 10,000 population

West Midlands 3.7 3.5

North East England 3.3 2.0

East Midlands 3.1 3.1

Yorkshire & Humber 3.0 2.7

South East England 2.9 2.1

South West England 2.9 2.2

Greater London 2.5 2.2

North West England 1.8 15

East of England 1.6 1.8

England 2.7 2.1

Source: Mapping exercise and ONS population projections.

OVERVIEW OF SERVICE PROVISION FOR BLACK, ASIAN, MINORITY ETHNIC
AND REFUGEE GROUPS IN ENGLAND

Table 7.4 summarises the level of overall service provision for black, Asian,
minority ethnic and refugee groups by region. The average rate of provision
of these services was two household places per 10,000 people with an ethnic
minority origin. Relative provision was at its highest, in terms of household
places per 10,000 people with an ethnic minority origin, in the Yorkshire and
Humberside (4.2), followed by the Midlands (3.2, East and 2.5, West), and
London (2.4). There was evidence of variation in the level of service
provision, with some regions, despite having quite large ethnic minority
populations, reporting lower relative levels of service provision.
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Table 7.4: Relative levels of places in all floating support and specialist
accommodation based services for black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee women
and women with children at risk of domestic violence

Region Total household Average places per ten
places in floating thousand of ethnic minority
support and population
specialist
accommodation

services for black,
Asian, minority
ethnic and refugee

groups

Yorkshire & Humber 204 4.2
East Midlands 129 3.2
West Midlands 187 2.5
London 570 2.4
North West 57 1.1
South East 57 0.9
North East 4 0.3
East of England 4 0.1
South West 0 0
Total 1,212 2.0

Source: Mapping exercise and ONS Experimental projections of ethnic population (2007)

The range of support provided

The research showed that a wide range of support was provided by specialist
accommodation based services and by floating support services for
households at risk of domestic violence. Welfare advice, help with securing
and sustaining suitable housing and help with safety planning, were all
prominent. Some forms of support, such as parenting advice were provided
at slightly lower rates by floating support services than specialist
accommodation services (85% compared to 93%, see Table 7.5). However,
most floating support services and specialist accommodation services
provided extensive support, including counselling and safety planning.

Table 7.5 shows that there was evidence that accommodation based services
with a secondary domestic violence function provided some forms of support
at a lower rate than specialist services. These services appeared to be
primarily designed for homelessness, rather than domestic violence, and
focused on resettlement and tenancy sustainment. They were less likely to
offer services like counselling, safety planning, parenting and legal advice.

Specialist accommodation services were the most likely to offer education,
training and employment services (81%), followed by floating support services
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for households at risk of domestic violence (70%) and accommodation based
services with a secondary domestic violence function (53%) (Table 7.5).

Table 7.5: Commonly provided support offered by housing related support services for
people at risk of domestic violence

Type of support Specialist Floating support Accommodation
accommodation services based services
services with a secondary

domestic
violence function

Welfare advice 926% 91% 69%

Help with homelessness

applications 96% 88% 69%

Other help with accessing

housing® 94% 94% 69%

Safety planning 94% 96% 53%

Parenting advice 93% 85% 56%

Help setting up a new

home 93% 88% 63%

Support with health needs 91% 84% 59%

Counselling 83% 85% 41%

Debt management advice 83% 81% 56%

Social activities 83% 60% 44%

Education, Training and

employment support 81% 70% 53%

Substance misuse

support 78% 74% 56%

Legal advice

67% 70% 34%

Source: Survey 2 L All forms of assistance with accessing or sustaining social rented, private
rented and/or owner occupation

The (Supporting People) Outcomes Data for 2008-09 show the kinds of
support women at risk of domestic violence had received while they were
using housing support services’>. Help with developing self confidence and
with exercising choice and control in their lives was the most commonly
recorded form of support that services reported delivering (75%). This was
very closely followed by support in avoiding harm from others (74%). Other
prominent forms of support were with maximising income (including ensuring
all the benefits for which a household was eligible were being claimed) and
with social support and external services. This latter category included help
both with accessing social support from friends and family, but also included
help with linking up with external services where needed (59%). There were
close parallels between what the 2008-09 Outcomes Data reported and the
findings of Survey 2.

" The (Supporting People) Outcomes Data are a generic, administrative, dataset that is
intended to be equally applicable to any form of housing support service working with any
group of people. This means the data collection is mainly designed to focus on shared core
activities by services and not reflect their particular specialism.
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The adequacy of service provision in England relative to need

DIFFICULTIES IN ESTIMATING NEED

There are two sets of reasons as to why it is difficult to model and understand
the level of need for accommodation and housing related support services for
people at risk of domestic violence in England:

A specific set of individual needs, characteristics and experiences can
often be met with a variety of service responses. A household at
immediate direct risk of physical harm might be best served by a
specialist accommodation service that can provide both security and
support quickly (providing a place is available). However, where the
threat is less immediate, a sanctuary scheme, floating support services
or specialist accommodation service could all provide necessary
supports. Ascribing a particular housing support response to a specific
set of needs is problematic. Coupled to this, local authorities exercise
control over what service mix they choose to commission. Authorities
legitimately opt to respond to local need in different ways, prioritising
different service mixes. Attempting to recommend or impose a
standardised service mix, or level of provision, is problematic in this
context.

The available detailed data on services are entirely administrative.
These data have two key limitations, the first is these data only cover
need expressed through direct service contact, which is not the same
as all need. The second is that these data apply only to State funded
services. There is no survey data and no reliable basis on which to
project the likely level of need for services in the general population. It
is known that the level of domestic violence exceeds service provision
by some considerable margin (see Chapter 1), but there is no robust
basis on which to estimate the level of unexpressed need within this
population.

In this research we attempted to derive information on the extent to which
local needs were being met by asking key national stakeholders, service
providers and local authority respondents for their views (see Chapter 6).

VIEWS ON THE NEED FOR SERVICES

Local authorities did not report extensive plans to commission or re-

commission services. Importantly, there was no statistically demonstrable
relationship between absolute or relative levels of service provision and an
expressed need to commission new services (Chapter 6). This suggested

that local authorities were not using comparative analysis, for example

comparing themselves with similar authorities, to determine whether there
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might be a need for additional accommodation and housing related support
services for people at risk of domestic violence in England.

Service providers and local authorities tended to be close to one another in
their assessment of the need for specialist services for specific groups of
people at risk of domestic violence. This may be particularly the case in
respect of services for people with no recourse to public funds and lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender people and services for black, Asian, minority
ethnic and refugee groups. Urban authorities were, however, generally closer
to the service providers in this respect than rural local authorities (see Chapter
6).

There was more of a distance between local authorities and service providers
in terms of the perceived need for floating support services and specialist
accommodation services that were available to any household at risk of
domestic violence. Generally, local authorities saw less need for services
than service providers (see Chapter 6), although both expressed a need for
some expansion in these two areas.

Conclusions

This research has explored the extent, nature and need for accommodation
and housing related support services for people at risk of domestic violence.
The mapping exercise has provided a detailed picture of the extent, coverage
and broad nature of service provision in England. The two surveys have,
respectively, allowed exploration of local authority commissioning plans and a
more detailed understanding of what services provide and what the
perceptions of service providers and local authorities are. The qualitative work
has also provided a more detailed understanding of the role of services and
areas that need improving.

The research found that although there are no service ‘deserts’ in terms of
provision, some areas in England appear to have a more extensive range of
accommodation and housing related services for households at risk of
domestic violence than others. There is some provision of accommodation
and housing related support services for people at risk of domestic violence
almost everywhere in England. However, the relative level of that service
provision is variable, at both regional and local level. Views on the extent to
which specialist accommodation and floating support services need to be
expanded differs between local authorities and service providers, although the
need for some expansion of both is indicated. There is greater consensus
about there being a need to increase specialised services for specific
subgroups at risk of domestic violence, such as black, Asian, minority ethnic
and refugee groups. Finally, it is interesting to note that there is presently no
statistically demonstrable relationship between local, relative, levels of service
provision and local authority commissioning strategies.
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Appendix 1: Research methods

Al

A.2

Introduction

This appendix outlines the methodology used for the study. The research
utilised a mixed method approach combining both quantitative and qualitative
work. There were five main methods used in the study:

e a mapping exercise covering all accommodation and housing related
support services for people at risk of domestic violence in England

e asurvey of local authorities (Survey 1)
e asurvey of service providers (Survey 2)
e a programme of qualitative interviews and consultation events, and

e analysis of other key national data on accommodation and support
services for households at risk of domestic violence

The mapping exercise

The central aim of the study was to identify the full range of accommodation
and housing related support options available to households at risk of
domestic violence. The mapping exercise was based on direct data collection
and analysis of administrative data. Each service mapped was verified by at
least two data sources. The mapping exercise involved five specific stages:

1. Extraction of data on services for people at risk of domestic violence from
the Supporting People Local System. The Supporting People Local
System is a centrally held database of all housing support services funded
through the Supporting People programme which is periodically updated
by local authorities. The Supporting People Local System is designed to
record the size, function and distribution of accommodation based services
and floating housing support services in England. Details are also
collected on services that identify ‘women escaping domestic violence’ as
a secondary client group. The database from the first quarter of 2009 was
employed.

2. The Supporting People Local System was crossed checked against the
‘UK Gold Book’ 2009/10. The UK Gold Book is funded by the Department
for Communities and Local Government and Comic Relief, and is
produced by the Women'’s Aid Federation of England. The information is
collected through the UKrefugesonline project which is run in partnership
by the leading domestic violence agencies across the UK: Women’s Aid
Federation of England, Women’s Aid Federation Northern Ireland, Scottish
Women'’s Aid and Welsh Women'’s Aid. The UK Gold Book is a directory
for refuge and domestic abuse services with over 450 entries, and is used
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A4

as a reference tool for professionals and agencies working with survivors
of domestic violence.

3. The data from Supporting People Local System/Gold Book were cross
checked by a survey of local authorities (Survey 1, see below for more
details). Survey 1 was based on sending each authority the Supporting
People Local System data on the domestic violence accommodation and
housing related services in its administrative area and asking if it were
correct. If the data were out of date, incomplete or otherwise incorrect,
local authorities were asked to update it. Initially, homelessness lead
officers in local housing authorities were surveyed. If was no response
from homelessness lead officers after they had been contacted for a
second time, independent domestic violence advisors or Supporting
People teams (were present) were instead sent Survey 1. Authorities that
still did not respond to Survey 1 at this point were then asked just to
provide a list of accommodation related domestic violence services, which
the research team then crossed checked against the Supporting People
Local System/Gold Book data. Authorities were also asked to provide PO
Box numbers or email addresses for the services in their area.

4. If an authority reported that it did not know some details of the services in
its area, web based searches were focused on that area to attempt to
complete the information. Where no response was received from Survey
1, web based searches were employed to attempt to verify if the
Supporting People Local System data were correct.

5. Using the details provided by local authorities, and with the direct
assistance of Women'’s Aid and Refuge, a survey of service providers was
conducted (Survey 2, see below for more details). Survey 2 sought to
investigate the nature of service delivery in the sector, but was also
intended as a further cross check on the details of service provision as
reported in the Supporting People Local System, Survey 1 and the UK
Gold Book and from web searches.

In relation to sanctuary scheme provision, an additional stage was added to
the mapping exercise. The results were cross checked against newly
collected data on homelessness prevention collected by housing authorities in
England for 2008-09, specifically the number of instances where
homelessness was prevented by a housing authority through the use of a
sanctuary scheme. These data are collected as part of the P1E, the quarterly
return on the implementation of the statutory homelessness system
completed by local housing authorities in England.

The mapping exercise therefore involved the use of up to five data collection
exercises to verify the existence, function, size and nature of each
accommodation related domestic violence service in England. As noted
above, each service mapped was verified by at least two data sources.
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A7

The mapping exercise was based on commissioning level authorities, as the
administrative data are collated at that level. This means the data were
collected, analysed and are reported at the level of county councils in two tier
areas, unitary authorities in single tier areas and at the level of individual
boroughs in London. All analysis was according to the local government
boundaries established in the 2009 reorganisation®.

The mapping exercise suggested that the Supporting People Local System
database was quite often incomplete or inaccurate. The reasons for these
errors are not entirely clear as they were not directly investigated by the
current research. However, one factor is that not all services received
Supporting People funding and therefore were not included on the database
(see Chapter 6). Table Al provides a summary of the primary source of
information used to map services in England. The Supporting People Local
System/Gold Book accurately mapped 65 per cent of services across
England, but an additional 17 per cent of services were mapped by Survey 1,
16 per cent by Survey 2 and 3 per cent from web searches.

Table A1l: Summary of sources of information used to map services by region

Region Sources of information used to map the Total Total
services (as percentage of all services) services
mapped
Service Service Service Service mapped
mapped by  mapped mapped by by cross
Cross by cross Cross checking
checking checking checking SPLS/Gold

SPLS with SPLS/ SPLS/Gold ~ Book/Survey 1
Gold Book Gold Book/Survey & 2 with web

Book with 1 with searches

Survey 1 Survey 2
North East 71% 19% 7% 3% 100% 59
North West 68% 23% 10% 0% 100% 145
LorkSh're & 69% 10% 19% 3% | 100% 112

umber

East Midlands 61% 16% 20% 3% 100% 145
West Midlands 66% 12% 19% 3% 100% 95
East of England 60% 19% 19% 2% 100% 94
London 71% 11% 14% 4% 100% 188
South East 55% 26% 17% 2% 100% 155
South West 71% 11% 17% 1% 100% 88
England 65% 17% 16% 3% 100% 1,081

Sources: SPLS (2009), UK Gold Book, Survey 1, Survey 2, Web searches (Mapping
Exercise).

Survey 1

Homelessness and ‘housing options’ sections in all local housing authorities
(N=343) were surveyed to identify the full range of accommodation and
housing related support provision at a local level accessible to households at

& http://neighborhood.statistics.gov.uk/
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A.9

risk of domestic violence. Local housing authorities were approached as they
have strategic responsibility for the delivery of a housing and homelessness
strategy at a local level and would be familiar with the sector due to their
statutory duties to women at risk of domestic violence who are owed the main
homelessness duty.

Authorities were sent a list of accommodation related domestic violence
services from the Supporting People Local System/Gold Book for this
administrative area and asked to check, correct and amend this list
accordingly. Authorities were asked to include the following range of services:

e emergency and/or temporary accommodation that may be used for
households at risk of domestic violence including refuges, hostels or
supported housing (which may or may not have a specialist focus on
domestic violence)

e outreach or floating support services where specialist support workers visit
and support people in temporary accommodation or the community

e services that provide help for households at risk of domestic violence to
stay in their own homes, including ‘Sanctuary’ schemes

e advice services that can help households at risk of domestic violence find
new housing if they need to do so

e resettlement/floating support services that enable and support households
at risk of domestic violence with setting up a new home or managing a
tenancy

e any transitional or move-on accommodation used for this client group, and

e any other specialist services or workers that support households at risk of
domestic violence with accommodation related issues, for example
independent domestic violence advisors or victim support services where
they are providing housing related support as part of their role

Authorities were also asked a series of questions to explore their views on the
adequacy of different types of services and the overall appropriateness of the
service mix in their area including:

e types of temporary accommodation used for statutorily homeless
households

e ability to discharge the homelessness main duty
e any specific allocation policies for households at risk of domestic violence
e information on services at a local level

e need for any new types of accommodation or housing related support, or
expansion/contraction of existing provision
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e commissioning of services and factors facilitating or acting as a barrier to
service development, and

e joint working arrangements

A.10 As detailed above, after a second reminder had been issued to homelessness

A.ll

A.12

A.13

sections, the researchers also contacted independent domestic violence
advisors for those areas from which there had been either no response or, in
the case of rural counties containing several district councils, a response had
been received from less than 75 per cent of districts approached. As
independent domestic violence advisors tend to be found at county level in
rural/mixed areas this meant that a different tier of local government was
approached in some rural areas. Finally, Supporting People teams at county
level in these areas were also contacted (as well as independent domestic
violence advisors sometimes referring the questionnaire to those teams). In a
few cases, this meant that responses were eventually received from some
district council homelessness sections and from the independent domestic
violence advisor or Supporting People team at county level in the same area.
Non-responding authorities each received at least three separate requests for
information. The third reminder asked authorities to provide a list of services
in their areas, even if they were unable also to complete the full questionnaire,
which the research team then cross-checked with Supporting People Local
System.

The survey of local authorities coincided with a period of local government
reorganisation. One consequence of this was that there were a small number
of responses from authorities that were about to undergo administrative
change. In two cases, district councils that were about to be replaced by new
unitary authorities responded to the questionnaire. There were also
difficulties in securing responses from a couple of the areas that were in the
midst of reorganisation.

Full responses were received from 185 authorities with an additional 67
authorities providing a list of accommodation related services used by
households at risk of domestic violence in their area. Attaching a rate of
response to this questionnaire is slightly more complex than is usually the
case because the questionnaire was sent to more than one survey sample in
order to maximise information on services across England. The extent to
which different regions were represented in the responses is shown in Table
A2. As can be seen, overall coverage was generally quite good for each of
the government office regions in England except the North East. However,
the mapping exercise also included the use of the Supporting People Local
System database, UK Gold Book and Survey 2 and web searches, so we still
expect accurate service mapping for the North East (see above).

The overall response rate for full questionnaires was 54 per cent, rising to 73
per cent for partial responses. The response rate exceeded 50 per cent in
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most regions, with only one region (North East) returning a poor response rate
of 22 per cent. The lower response rate for the North East, while not a
particular concern in respect of service mapping, is more of a concern in
terms of accurately representing the perceptions of authorities in this region.
The lower response rate does mean the confidence with which responses
from this region can be viewed is more limited than that for other regions.

Table A2: Responses to Survey 1 by Government Office Region

Area Authorities Full Partial Full All
approached response | response' | responses | responses
as % as %

North East 23 5 4 22% 39%
North West 43 25 6 58% 72%
yorkshire and 21 14 3 67% 81%
East Midlands 39 18 6 46% 62%
West Midlands 30 17 5 57% 73%
East of England 47 24 11 51% 74%
London 33 20 7 61% 82%
South East 67 40 19 60% 88%
South West 40 22 6 55% 70%
All 343 185 67 54% 73%

!Local authority only provided a list of accommodation related services for households at
risk of domestic violence within its administrative area.

Note: There are 352 authorities in England (district, county and unitary) but nine county
councils were not surveyed as more than 75% of the district councils in their administrative
area responded to the survey.

Survey 2

Although Survey 1 allowed the collection of some email addresses and PO
box addresses for services, it did not provide a comprehensive means of
contacting services, partly because not all local authorities had the contact
details of services and partly because not all authorities responded. In
discussion with the Department for Communities and Local Government and
Women'’s Aid, it was decided that the most effective way of conducting a
survey of service providers would be via the assistance of Women’s Aid.
Women'’s Aid’s mailing list of providers was therefore used to distribute this
second survey, with the process being handled by Women’s Aid to minimise
any risk to the security of their contacts database. The Women'’s Aid list
(name and type of service by local authority in which situated, but no other
details) was checked against the CHP mapping database as the Women’s Aid
list did not always include services provided by statutory bodies and/or non-
women only services. These additional providers were contacted directly by
CHP, usually by email (a Web search or telephone call was usually required
to identify a contact name and/or PO box).
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A.15 Survey 2 gathered more detailed information on services than Survey 1. Many
service providers deliver several types of service at once. To reflect this, the
survey was split into a number of sections allowing providers to record a
range of services’” including:

women'’s refuges
specialist accommodation for men at risk of domestic violence

non-specialist temporary accommodation (such as hostels and supported
housing which is routinely/ frequently used for households at risk of
domestic violence but is also used to accommodate other groups)

sanctuary scheme services
floating support and outreach services

specialist domestic violence housing advice services

A.16 Within each section, a number of questions were asked about the nature of
the services including:

type of provision
location of operation
sources of referral

capacity (maximum number of households that could be accommodated
and/or supported)

target client groups and any exclusions

provision of any additional/ follow-on support

type of support provided for households, including children
demand for the service, and

overall assessment of extent to which meet demand and needs

A.17 Afinal section asked about issues relevant to all providers including funding,
development plans, joint working and the overall need for expansion or
contraction of services for households at risk of domestic violence.

A.18 The providers range in size from national level agencies, such as Refuge,
down to small individual projects within one local authority area. In addition,
there are also umbrella organisations encompassing varying numbers of
guasi-independent services. Overall, 257 agencies responded.

A.19 The response rate for Survey 2 can be expressed in terms of the proportion of
services that were identified in the finalised mapping exercise for England

" See Glossary for full definitions of the different types of services.
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A.21

A.22

(incorporating changes made as a result of the survey of local authorities). On
this basis, the responses to Survey 2 accounted for:

e Three hundred and twenty-one refuges and specialist accommodation
based services for households at risk of domestic violence managed by
156 agencies (72% of the total of 445 services of this sort mapped in
England).

e Two hundred and twenty-six floating support services for households at
risk of domestic violence managed by 129 service providers (75% of the
total of 301 such services mapped in England).

e Sixty-five sanctuary schemes provided by 63 service providers (26% of the
251 local housing authorities that reported they provided, or had access to,
a sanctuary scheme service in England).

Qualitative research

A programme of qualitative research was undertaken, involving a total of 30
agency representatives and 44 service users, across three areas:

e telephone interviews with key national stakeholders
o focus groups with service users

e national consultation events

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS WITH KEY NATIONAL STAKEHOLDERS

Detailed interviews were conducted with eight national experts to explore the
overall patterns of service provision and possible areas of unmet need at the
outset of the project. This included representatives within government
departments, specialist domestic violence organisations and a national
homelessness organisation. The key themes and issues that emerged from
the interviews informed the development of the survey of local authorities and
service providers.

FOCUS GROUPS WITH SERVICE USERS

Five focus groups (three in London, one in the Midlands and one in the North
East) were conducted with service users involving a total of 44 women who
had experienced domestic violence and were utilising refuge provision (the
majority of people), floating support or sanctuary provision. One group was
held in a refuge that accepted women from all over the country, and all
participants were living in the refuge at that time. Two groups were held in
Women'’s Centres and participants were in contact with these services, and
living in a range of different settings. Finally two groups were held with women
from different black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee communities: almost
all the participants in these groups were living in refuges. The youngest
participant was 18 years and the oldest 67. Most women had children.
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It was also intended to include a focus group with lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered and one with men but this did not prove possible.

With regard to conducting a group with people from the lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgendered community, discussions with one of the main providers of
specialist housing services suggested that such an approach was unlikely to
be viable, as there were very different issues and experiences of domestic
violence within different sectors of the community, and it was felt that few if
any individuals would be willing to participate in a group or be willing to be
interviewed by a researcher. In order to gain some insights into the particular
housing and support needs of people from the lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered community, it was decided to undertake a small number of
telephone interviews with representatives of provider organisations. Three
interviews with key service providers were undertaken.

Groups with men proved difficult to organise. Experts from the sector felt that
there are so few services for men in any one place that it would be difficult to
find an area where there would be sufficient potential participants. Agencies
also advised the researchers that men’s experiences and needs for services
are quite different from those of women, and they are often seeking advice
over legal and financial matters rather than accommodation. Moreover the
experience of providers suggested that men are more reluctant than women
to participate in group discussions. There were also concerns that some men
who present as victims of domestic violence can be the primary aggressors in
their situation, and may report as victims for a variety of reasons — perhaps to
cause trouble for their partner or in some cases in the hope of gaining quicker
access to housing. Instead, contact was made with a national organisation
providing a help line telephone service for male victims of domestic violence.
The workers taking calls were asked to recruit potential participants to the
study from men who called the service with housing related issues over a
given period of time, with the intention of carrying out a telephone interview
with a member of the York research team. Unfortunately only one potential
interviewee was recruited in this way and the research team was ultimately
unable to make contact with this person. A national stakeholder with
experience of delivering services to men experiencing domestic violence was
however interviewed as part of the first round of telephone interviews (see
above).

A topic guide for the service user interviews was designed which covered the
following broad themes:

e accessing services
e help received from services (including for children)
e adequacy of assistance

e comparisons to any prior experience of services
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e the impact of the service on people’s lives, and

e housing options and move on possibilities

A NATIONAL CONSULTATION EXERCISE WITH SERVICE PROVIDERS

Two consultation exercises were undertaken with local service providers (one
in London and one in York). Fifteen representatives attended the two groups.
A balance of statutory and voluntary sector providers (specialist and generic)
were invited but attendees were mainly specialist voluntary sector providers
(N=12, with three statutory sector representatives).

A further two telephone interviews were conducted with generic housing
providers delivering domestic violence accommodation based services, and
also two interviews with a specialist service providers in the North East.

At each consultation event, the preliminary findings from the project were
presented and discussed with the group. People were also asked to present
their experiences and views on a number of emerging key topics including:

e the accommodation and support needs of households at risk of domestic
violence

¢ specific needs for any particular groups of people

¢ the extent to which provision meets current needs

¢ information and access to provision

e strengths and weaknesses of different models of provision
e access to housing, and

e development priorities and commissioning structures

Key national data on accommodation and support services for
households at risk of domestic violence

The Supporting People Client Record is a database of all housing support
service delivery in England. The Client Record does not produce data on
identifiable individuals or households but instead records the delivery of
services (e.g. the total stays in refuges rather than the number of women
staying in refuges). These data therefore do not represent a census of people
using Supporting People funded services. In this report, these data were
mainly employed to look at changing patterns of housing support service
provision for households at risk of domestic violence (see Chapter 6).

The Supporting People Outcomes Data comprises short exit interviews with
people leaving housing support services. It is designed to determine their
housing situations, their economic position and general well-being. For
example, in relation to specialist accommodation based services for women at
risk of domestic violence, the Outcomes Data records the proportion who exit
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these services without a clear housing destination, alongside those who
whose housing needs appear to have been met. There is also information on
familial social support and social support from friends, alongside data on
mental and physical health, including substance misuse. For this report, the
main focus of this part of the data analysis was to look at emergent evidence
on service outcomes (see Chapter 6).

The CORE data record all new lets to almost all social housing in England.
They include details on household composition, ethnicity, economic status,
support needs and whether a household has been homeless. For this report,
these data were used to look at the housing pathways of statutorily and non-
statutorily homeless people at risk of domestic violence who had left their
existing accommodation (see Chapter 5).

P1E data records the discharge of duty towards homeless households under
the statutory homelessness system by local housing authorities. Since 2008/9
this has included basic data on homelessness prevention. The data were
used in this report in two ways. First, they were employed to look at how the
statutory homelessness system assisted households at risk of domestic
violence who were aimed the main homelessness duty (see Chapter 1 and 5).
Second, the data were used to look at how sanctuary scheme provision is
being used to prevent homelessness and to cross check the results of the
mapping exercise in respect of sanctuary scheme provision.
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