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The short guide is intended as advice only and should not be considered as statutory guidance. Local authorities may want to take their own legal advice before acting on any of the recommendations contained within the report
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Introduction

This short guide is aimed at local authorities, housing associations, and voluntary organisations which provide services that prevent homelessness. It is anticipated that housing options managers, directors of housing, and elected member homelessness champions will find it particularly useful. 

The intention of this short guide is to highlight a range of evidence that has already been published by leading academic institutions, central government, and sector led organisations. This information will be useful to local authorities and local strategic partnerships to help inform future decisions about budget allocation and commissioning of services for preventing homelessness. 

The guide is divided into two sections. The first section focuses on setting out the key facts and data that explain why preventing homelessness is cost-effective. The second section explains the evidence that was used to establish the information in the first section of the report

Section 1 – Facts and Data

Overview

A body of evidence is building up that shows preventing homelessness is cost effective. 

Research done by Heriot-Watt University explains that preventing homelessness can achieve direct cashable savings for local government. 

Research by University of York, shows the main drivers for homelessness are economic, housing, personal, and inter-personal problems (the former two are primary drivers for homeless families plus black and minority ethnic communities; the latter two are primary drivers for youth homelessness and street homelessness). Preventing homelessness can achieve in-direct non cashable savings for the public purse 

Research by the National Centre for Social Policy shows the complex nature and significant volume of needs amongst people who are street homeless. Preventing street homelessness will save money and improve lives of the most marginalised homeless people

Research by ETHNOS shows that ethnic minority communities are at a greater risk of homelessness than the overall population

The National Audit Office estimates that local and central government together spend about £1billion per year on homelessness. Ending the use of bed and breakfast accommodation for families alone resulted in savings of £40-£50million. 

Homelessness statistics collected by local authorities and published by central government shows a reduction in homelessness acceptances to lowest level since 1980’s. Temporary accommodation has reduced by nearly 50%, use of bed and breakfast accommodation for homeless families has ended, except in an emergency, and for homeless 16/17 year olds has reduced by 77%. The number of street homeless people has reduced by over 70%.

Preventing homelessness is both cost-effective and provides positive outcomes for homeless people.

Reasons why Preventing Homelessness is Cost-Effective

This section includes useful information that local authorities might useful when compiling reports to explain the cost-effectiveness of preventing homelessness.

There are some principle arguments that local authorities should explain to decision makers;

1. Preventing homelessness is value for money

2. Preventing homelessness achieves outcomes for the local communities

3. There are risks if funding for preventing homelessness is reduced

Examples of the type of evidence local can use to apply these two arguments are listed below.

1) Preventing homelessness is value for money
Heriot-Watt University published research in 2007 that showed preventing homelessness can save money when compared to the cost of helping someone is already homeless. The savings are based on the assumption that the cost to the public pursue of providing temporary accommodation and the re-housing afterwards amounts to £5,300 per case per year.

Local authorities could use these savings as benchmark examples of cost-efficiencies that can be achieved from preventing homelessness. However local authorities should also work-out the amount of savings that can achieved in their own area based on their own usage of prevention tools against the level of investment their own Council is spending on homelessness. 
· The costs per person of successful mediation are estimated at £600, around 9 times less expensive than providing alternate settled accommodation. These savings are based on the running costs of £30,000 per annum for an external service

· The costs of home visits are estimated to be 3.5 times less expensive than providing alternate settled accommodation. This based on the running costs of around £15,000 per annum, assuming 50% of a case officers’ time.

· Advice on housing options (e.g. resolving Housing Benefit problems, rent or service charge arrears, negotiation/legal advocacy) is estimated at around 9 times less expensive than providing alternate settled accommodation. This based on the assumption of operating costs at £71,000 per annum, based on 355 cases in one year. 

· The costs of the rent deposit scheme are estimated to be 8.5 times less than the costs of providing accommodation under the main homelessness duty. This based on the assumption of an average of £800 per case totalling 246 cases with re-payment of 25% of deposits awarded.

· The costs of the Finders Fee are estimated at 4.5 times less than the costs of providing accommodation under the main homelessness duty. This based on the assumption that annual costs of operating a Finders Fee scheme amounts to £102,000, with 400 finders issued per year.

· The cost of operating a rent bond scheme is 37 times less the average cost of providing accommodation under the main homelessness duty. This based on the assumption that the average claim rate of Bonds at 10% per annum.

· The sanctuary scheme represents a saving of 5.5 times the costs of providing accommodation under the main homelessness duty. This is based on the assumption of each installation costing an average of £790, with 64 instillations in one year.  

The savings above are summarised in the table below;

	Value for Money
	Prevention Measure
	Savings compared to cost of meeting main homelessness duty

	1.
	Rent bond scheme
	37 x

	2.
	Advice on housing options
	9 x

	3.
	Mediation 
	9 x

	4.
	Rent deposit scheme
	8.5 x

	5.
	Sanctuary scheme
	5.5 x

	6.
	Finders Fee
	4.5 x

	7.
	Home visits
	3.5 x


Below is the model used by Herriot-Watt University for their research in 2007 to identify the cost of homelessness and the savings from prevention schemes. Local authorities could adopt this model to work out the costs and saving for preventing homelessness in their area

Statistics



Definition 

Average costs per case 

Total costs divided by the number of 





households supported by the scheme.

Costs per prevention 

Total costs divided by the number of



 


household who would otherwise have 





been statutory homeless.

Accommodation cost savings 
Cost of temporary housing for a statutory 




homeless household.

Savings per prevention 

Total savings from preventing one

homeless household including temporary accommodation costs and other costs avoided such as resulting from an eviction.

Average Savings 


Total savings from preventing






homelessness under the scheme divided

by the number of households supported
Initiatives targeted towards helping applicants retain existing accommodation are relatively cheap to implement when compared to the cost of homelessness
Family mediation programmes, credit union schemes and domestic violence sanctuaries are not only cost-effective but also help people to remain in their own home which can cheaper than securing alternative accommodation. 
A commitment by local authorities to investing any future funding into the most cost-effective prevention measures might help to win the case with commissioners for ongoing investment into homeless prevention tools. Local authorities could ask for the same amount of funding they presently receive but pledge to stretch this further in the future by achieving more outputs and outcomes, this means investors will get increased value for money for the same expenditure. 

2) Preventing homelessness contributes to achieving outcomes for local communities
A commitment has been made by the Government that from 2011 onwards any homelessness grant funding made by Communities and Local Government will be paid as part of the Area Based Grant. Therefore it is essential that Housing Options Managers explain to Local Strategic Partnership how preventing homelessness contributes towards both local and national indicators set-out in the Community Plan for the area. 

· Shelter believes that homelessness is caused by a complex interplay between a person's individual circumstances and adverse 'structural' factors outside their direct control. These problems can build up over years until the final crisis moment when a person becomes homeless.  

In a paper tilted ‘Explaining homelessness: a critical realist perspective' Suzanne Fitzpatrick argues that a range of broader differential potential causal factors should be taken into account when looking at the causes of homelessness. The causes of homelessness can operate on at least four levels – economic, housing, interpersonal, individual – which interact with each other in complex and often unpredictable ways. 
A correlation can be drawn between Shelters theory on the causes of homelessness and Fitzpatrick’s theory on the causes of homelessness;

· Personal causes = interpersonal and individual

· Structural causes = economic and housing

Local Community Plans set the principle aims and objectives that local public, private and third sector organisations in a given area seek to improve and achieve positive outcomes against. Success from preventing homelessness re-enforces the successful delivery of the community plan and vice versa.   

the Housing Minister, Grant Shapps MP, announced on 16 June 2010 that the UK Government had established a ministerial inter-departmental committee to take forward measures to tackle homelessness. 
The Ministers making up the new Homelessness Working Group are:
Grant Shapps MP (Con) - Department for Communities and Local  Government  (housing and homelessness) (Chair)

  Andrew Robathan MP (Con) - Ministry of Defence (welfare of veterans)

  John Hayes MP (Con) - Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

  (adult skills)

  Paul Burstow MP (LD) - Department of Health (health and care services)

  Lord David Freud (Con) - Department for Work and Pensions (housing

  benefit)

  Crispin Blunt MP (Con) - Ministry of Justice (criminal justice)

  James Brokenshire (Con) - Home Office (crime prevention)

  Tim Loughton MP (Con) - Department for Education (children and youth

  services)
There is again a correlation between the portfolios each minister is responsible for that shows a link with both the Shelter and Fitzpatrick theories;

·  Personal causes = interpersonal and individual = welfare of veterans, health and care services, criminal justice, crime prevention, children and youth services

· Structural causes = economic and housing = housing and homelessness, adult skills, housing benefit 

The housing options approach and application of homelessness prevention tools have successful in preventing the reasons for homelessness (e.g. parents/other family/friends no longer willing or able to accommodate, violent breakdown of relationship, end of assured shorthold tenancy). Therefore based on the above theories and Government action, it can be argued that an specific focus in a local area whereby communities draw together a resources, skills, and knowledge could result a successful approach to tackling causes of homelessness.

A clear thread between preventing homelessness up through divisional, directorate, and Council-wide goals should also be shown. Demonstrating that preventing homelessness helps to deliver the ambitions of the Corporate Plan should further persuade ongoing investment from the Area Based Grant towards tackling the reasons and causes of homelessness.

3) There are risks if funding for preventing homelessness is reduced
Reducing spend on preventing homelessness has a number of risks associated with it, below is some examples of the impact that might occur; 

· Corporate – cutting funding for preventing homelessness can generate negative publicity and could portray the Council as an organisation that doesn’t care about vulnerable and marginalised people. A reduction in funding will affect the ability to achieve homelessness targets; this could result in an increase in homelessness levels.  

· Economic – preventing homelessness saves money when compared to the cost of providing temporary accommodation and re-housing into alternative accommodation. Cutting funding for preventing homeless might achieve short-term savings but could cost the public purse a considerable greater amount in the medium/long-term. 

· Social - Other public services could see increased pressures on their services and budgets. Economic, housing, health, crime and violence are all causes of homeless, services associated to these factors are likely to see additional numbers of people coming in to contact with them

· Environmental - There will be an increase in the number of people sleeping on the streets. Other street activities such as begging, drinking, and prostitution are also likely to increase. All which is undesirable in city centres and potentially off-putting to people thinking of visiting and/or businesses intending invest in the area. 

· Legal - Local authorities have a duty under Part 7 of the Housing Act 1996 to prevent homelessness. Reduction in funding could have a detrimental impact on the local authority to satisfactorily fulfil this duty. A reduction in funding for tools to prevent homeless will result in an increased number of people being owed the full housing duty.
Sensibly any risk assessment should set-out the potential risks (there are 5 listed above, but there maybe more or different risks in your area), plus also include an evaluation of the likelihood of the risk occurring and a description of the impact if the risk occurs. Depending on local factors, the above risks could very likely to occur if funding for preventing homelessness is reduced. The impact ultimately will be increased levels of homelessness, resulting in higher costs to local authority. 

In summary, reducing the budget for the homelessness might appear to be a saving, but actually it may well incur more costs than it might save. 

Theoretical Case Study Example
The example assumes the findings from the Heriot-Watt research are applicable to the costs incurred by the local authority used in this theoretical scenario.

Local authority A - 100 households are accepted as being owed the main homelessness duty, £530,000 (£5,300 x100) is the cost to the public purse. Nil households are prevented from becoming homeless

Local Authority B - 30 households are accepted as being owed the main homelessness duty, £159,000 (£5,300k x30) is the cost to the public purse. 

70 households are from becoming homeless, the total cost was £123,545.

The prevention costs are detailed below;

19 cases (23%) were prevented through use of a rent bond scheme. £15,200 is the total vale issued in bonds, only 10% of bonds are actually cash-in therefore costing £1,500.

6 cases or (7%) were prevented through use of housing advice, costing £1,200  

2 cases (2%) were prevented through use of mediation, costing £1,200

19 cases (23%) were prevented through use of a rent deposit scheme, £15,200 is the total amount of deposits awarded, £3,800 (25%) are repaid resulting in total costs being £11,400 

19 cases (23%) were prevented through use of a finders fee, costing £4,845

2 cases (3%) were prevented through use of sanctuary scheme, costing £1,580  

3 cases (3%) were prevented through use of home visits, costing £420

For local authority B The total cost of administering the main homelessness duty to 30 households, plus preventing homelessness for 70 households (100 in total) during 2009 was £282,545. 

Both local authority A and B helped the same number of households, however the costs incurred by local authority were almost twice as high as that of local authority B and the difference being £247,455

Although both local authorities assisted the same number of households, local authority A assisted 70% more households under homelessness duties than local authority B, 70% is the amount homeless levels have reduced by the same amount since the last peak in 2003.

Local authority B helped two-thirds (70%) of its households at risk of homelessness via prevention activities(approximately 2.5x greater than the number of acceptances, which is the national ratio between acceptances and prevention during 2009), the average cost prevention work is £1,764. When the cost of prevention is compared to the cost of a homelessness acceptance of £5,300, the difference is £3,536.

The total average cost per case for tackling homeless for 100 households in local authority A is £5,300, for local authority B it is £2,825, a difference of £2,475 per case
Using the savings that can be achieved from individual prevention tools, plus the contribution preventing homelessness can make towards local priorities, local authorities should be able to clearly demonstrate how preventing homelessness is cost-effective, plus assure decision makers that investing in preventing homelessness is low risk with the potential for big outcomes.

Actions for Local Authorities

Local authorities and their partners should begin to assemble an evidence base that shows the value of cost efficiencies that have been achieved in their local area as a result of preventing homelessness. 

In the future competition for public monies will be tough so sensibly an argument for continued investment into preventing homelessness needs to be robust. A report should be presented to key decision makers explaining local savings and successes that have been achieved from preventing homelessness. 

There are eight actions that local authorities should take help them compile an evidence base and report that shows why preventing homelessness is cost-effective;

1. Establish the cost of homelessness in your area
2. Establish the cost of each prevention scheme operated in your local area
3. Establish the cost of the temporary accommodation used by the local authority
4. Use the evidence gathered from steps 1 – 3 to understand the amount of savings that can be achieved per prevention
5. Use the evidence from steps 1 – 4 to understand the average amount of savings than can be achieved
6. Undertake an evaluation of the expenditure of CLG homelessness grant in the local area
7. Map the impact homelessness prevention schemes can have towards achieving local priorities
8. Report the findings from steps 1 – 7 above to decision makers setting-out a clear and robust argument on the cost-effectiveness of homelessness prevention
Local authorities should be acting on these steps as soon as possible so when decision making about future budget commitments are made, the case for preventing homelessness is fully assembled and ready to be present to decision makers. The eight actions are explained in more detail below.

1. Establish the cost of homelessness in your area; 

· Costs should include areas such as staffing, IT, rents and other overheads, expenditure on mileage, printing, training, etc 

· Costs could be divided by the total number of homelessness decisions, the overall number of acceptances, or by either decisions or acceptances per 1000 households

· Benchmark the costs of homelessness in your area compared to neighbours or peers within a benchmarking group. Identify if your costs are above, the same, or below the average cost. NB – ensure that you are comparing the exact same costs whilst undertaking benchmarking. LAs often count different costs as there is not a unilateral agreement on all of the cots associated with tackling and preventing homelessness and therefore accurate benchmarking can prove very difficult. However if benchmarking is undertaken accurately and correctly then it can prove an extremely worthwhile exercise.

· if your costs are cheaper than your peers look at why this is, could you have an argument for increased investment?

· if your costs are the same as the average you could have an argument that local investment is about right and should not be cut 

· if your costs are above average look why this is, you might need to make savings or as a minimum ensure that you develop a strong argument regarding why your costs are high e.g.  enhanced service for residents of your Borough.

2. Establish the cost of each prevention scheme operated in your local area;

· All costs associated with operating each prevention scheme should be worked out, depending on the prevention tool, the costs might include staffing, mileage, PR and printing, or even cash payments

· The total cost for each prevention scheme could be aggregated together or alternatively the costs for each scheme could be divided by preventions per 1000 households
· Use the information on how cost-effective each prevention scheme is to help you decide where and how you might target future spending, the most effective schemes that provide the most successful outcomes should be prioritised for future funding. 

3. Establish the cost of the temporary accommodation used by the local authority;

· All costs of providing temporary accommodation should be identified, this includes responsive repairs, planned maintenance, tenancy management and rent collection

· Any costs associated to providing housing related support could also be included when it is aimed at households living in TA

· The cost of housing benefits should also be identified.

· The loss of Housing benefit subsidy due to using B&B type accommodation can often result in a significant financial loss for Local Authorities. Speak to your Housing Benefit section to ascertain this cost.

· Costs for each temporary accommodation should be worked out, these might include bed and breakfast accommodation, hostel/refuge, local authority own stock, housing association stock or private sector leased accommodation 

· The cost of having temporary accommodation that is void, particularly if you have recently reduced your use of TA in line with the governments target, can also result in significant financial loss.

· All types of temporary accommodation used in your area should be cost neutral, with housing benefit and management costs coming within the local housing allowance rate and below the housing benefit subsidy cap. Other costs incurred from providing temporary accommodation should be covered by a rent/service charge that is collected from the household living in temporary accommodation

4. Use the evidence gathered from steps 1 – 3 to understand the amount of savings that can be achieved per prevention;

· Show the amount of savings per prevention scheme compared to accepting a statutory duty. 

· Saving based on those cases that were prevented, but could have been owed the full housing duty, should show that significant savings are achieved through homelessness prevention

· Use data recorded from section E10 of P1E to show the  amount of prevention that is being achieved locally. Benchmark this against similar Local Authorities to ascertain if you are capturing the true extent of prevention activity. Are you recording more or less than your peers? Contact them to establish why this is the case.
· Ensure that you have the mechanisms in place to capture all of the prevention activity being undertaken in your Borough, both by your housing options team and partners. Please contact your Regional advisor if you require the latest guidance that was published and circulated in December 2009.

· Show the saving that can be achieved from prevention schemes that help households at risk of homelessness to remain in their home

· Show savings that can be achieved from homelessness prevention compared to homelessness relief
5. Use the evidence from steps 1 – 4 to understand the average amount of savings than can be achieved;

· Sections E1 – E9 of P1E will show the true amount of homeless decisions and acceptances, plus the number of households in temporary accommodation

· Section E10 will show the overall number of homeless preventions

· Savings could be shown by each prevention scheme or by total number of preventions compared to total number of acceptances in any given year

· Alternatively savings could be shown by per 1000 households 

· Savings by household type could also be shown, households could be divided into the following groups;
· Homeless families

· Youth homelessness

· Street homelessness

· Persons from black and minority ethnic communities experiencing homelessness

6. Undertake an evaluation of the expenditure of CLG homelessness grant in the local area;

· This exercise should show that expenditure of homelessness grant is targeted towards national and local priorities and provides value for money. 

· Use the conclusions to ensure that anything funded from the grant has a clear and demonstrable link to preventing homelessness. Homelessness grant spend should directly link to achieving positive outcomes such as the 2010 temporary accommodation target, tackling youth homelessness, and ending rough sleeping

· Budget expenditure may need to be diverted towards those prevention schemes that provider greater value for money or are the most successful in preventing homelessness

7. Map the impact homelessness prevention schemes can have towards achieving local priorities;

· By preventing the main reasons of homelessness positive outcomes can be achieved against local priorities set-out in the community plan.
· The main reasons for homelessness as recorded on P1E will help to correlate homelessness prevention work against local priorities set-out in the community plan. 

· Evidence of need collected when the homelessness strategy was last reviewed should help to show direct links between preventing homelessness and achieving local priorities set-out in the community plan 

· Preventing the causes of homelessness could help to achieve positive outcomes for the local community plan.  An argument could be made showing the ‘golden thread’ below; 
· Debt and unemployment has a detrimental impact on the local economy
· limited supply of housing, lack of affordable housing to buy or rent, and overcrowding has a detrimental impact on local regeneration programmes

· physical and mental health concerns, substance misuse, neglect or abuse, and poor educational attainment has detrimental impact on local wellbeing

· violence in the home, relationship breakdown, crime, has a detrimental impact on community safety

All of the above factors are causes of homelessness, prevention tools succesully deal with the reasons for homelessness and at the same time make a contribution towards achieving outcomes for the local community plan.

8. Report the findings from steps 1 – 7 above to decision makers setting-out a clear and robust argument on the cost-effectiveness of homelessness prevention. 

· Share this report with decision makers such as local strategic partnership, elected members, chief officers, housing association boards

· Any report produced should include a graph that shows both the reduction of homelessness acceptances (using information from P1E) and the increase in homelessness prevention (using information collected for BVPI 213, and also section E10 of P1E). A graph like this should show acceptances increasing up to 2003 and then reducing afterwards, at the same time it will show prevention activity increasing from 2003 onwards

· It is always useful to compare homelessness levels with housing market data. Show how homelessness acceptances and house prices both increased up to 2003, but how after 2003 while house prices continued to increase homeless acceptances reduced. It is important to remind decision makers that during both a housing market boom and crash preventing homelessness continued to keep homelessness acceptances reducing

· Highlight to decision makers that preventing homelessness (though use of mortgage rescue scheme, court desks, money advice, repossessions prevention fund) has meant levels of repossessions have not peaked to predicted levels and in 2009 have begun to reduce compared to the previous year
· An argument could be put forward to decision makers that investing money for preventing homelessness, for example from the local  authority’s general fund, the area based grant  (including monies formerly ring-fenced for Supporting People), health budgets (e.g. Drug Action Team funding), or other revenue sources (e.g. community safety and crime and disorder reduction partnerships), could bring savings whereas cutting money for preventing homelessness will bring increased costs to the public purse

Further Information 
The publications listed below were used to help inform this short guide.  Local authorities will find it useful to use these reports as the primary source of intelligence when compiling their own reports into the cost-effectiveness of preventing homelessness.
Publications on Statutory Homelessness Data, Communities & Local Government

http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/housingresearch/housingstatistics/housingstatisticsby/homelessnessstatistics/publicationshomelessness/ 
Homelessness Prevention and Relief: England 2008/09 Experimental Statistics; Communities & Local Government; November 2009

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/statistics/pdf/1393543.pdf 
Profiling London’s Rough Sleepers: A Longitudinal Study of CHAIN data; Andreas Cebulla, Becky Rice, Wojtek Tomaszewski, Juliette Hough, Edited by Tamsin Savage, National Centre for Social Research; Broadway Homelessness and Support; June 2009

http://www.broadwaylondon.org/ResearchInformation/Research/ProfilingLondonsRoughSleepers 

Statutory Homelessness in England: The Experiences of Families and 16-17 Year Olds; Nicholas Pleace, Suzanne Fitzpatrick, Sarah Johnson, Deborah Quilgars, Diana Sanderson, Centre for Housing Policy, University of York; Communities & Local; March 2008 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/733835.pdf 
Demonstrating Your Contribution: Homelessness and the New National Indicators; Sara Burns, Joy MacKeith; London Housing Foundation; January 2008 (revised February 2008) 

http://www.homelessoutcomes.org.uk/resources/1/PDFs/NIsDemonstratingaContribution.pdf
Evaluating Homeless Prevention; Hal Pawson, Gina Netto, Colin Jones, Fiona Wager, Cathie Fancy, Delia Lomax; School of the Built Environment, Heriot-Watt University; Communities & Local Government; December 2007

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/housing/pdf/573347.pdf  

Causes of Homelessness Amongst Ethnic Minority Populations; Dr Marie-Claude Gervais and Hamid Rehman, ETHNOS research and consultancy; Office of the Deputy Prime Minister; September 2005 
 http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/causesamongstethnic 
Explaining homelessness: a critical realist perspective', Housing, Theory & Society, 22(1):1-17, Suzanne Fitzpatrick, 2005

More Than a Roof: Progress in Tackling Homelessness; National Audit Office; February 2005
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/0405/more_than_a_roof.aspx   

How Many, How Much? Single homelessness and the question

of numbers and cost; Peter Kenway and Guy Palmer from the New Policy Institute; Crisis, 2003 http://www.npi.org.uk/reports/homelessness%20how%20many%20how%20much.pdf 

What causes homelessness, Shelter,

http://england.shelter.org.uk/housing_issues/tackling_homelessness/What_causes_homelessness
Section 2 – Evidence
Overview

The number of households that became homeless (accepted by local authorities as owed the main homelessness duty in England) has dropped by 72% since acceptances peaked in 2003/04. 

The number of households living in temporary accommodation has been falling since the end of 2005. 69% per cent of local authorities in England have already met the 2010 target of reducing levels by 50%, when compared to the baseline figure from the 31st December 2004.
The Government has ended the long term use of Bed and Breakfast accommodation for families with children. In March 2002 the Government announced a target to end the use of Bed and Breakfast hotels to accommodate homeless families with children, except in an emergency, and then for no longer than six weeks. This target was met in March 2004, and is being sustained. 
These have been achieved because local authorities have put in place strategies and services that are focused on preventing homelessness.
Homelessness Strategy

National Statistics show that the Government's strategy to prevent homelessness is working. These successes are a result of effective partnerships between local authorities, local public bodies, housing associations, and the voluntary sector to tackle the causes of homelessness. Prevention services have proven to be most successful in addressing the problem.

The Government has a challenging target to halve the number of households living in temporary accommodation to 50,500 by 2010. The Communities and Local Government strategy document Sustainable Communities: Settled Homes; Changing Lives (published March 2005) outlines how the Department will achieve this target and further reductions in homelessness by:
· encouraging homelessness prevention

· supporting vulnerable people

· tackling its wider causes and symptoms

· helping more people to move away from rough sleeping

· providing more settled homes

On 14 November 2006 the Government announced a package of measures to tackle youth homelessness. These included:

· a commitment to end, by 2010, the use of bed and breakfast accommodation by local housing authorities in discharging their homelessness duty to secure suitable accommodation for 16 and 17 year olds

· improved access to homelessness mediation across the country (including family mediation for young people), so that there is a general expectation of such services

· the creation of a new national supported lodgings development scheme providing accommodation, advice and mediation services for young people who can no longer stay in the family home

The number of 16 and 17 year olds living in Bed and Breakfast accommodation has reduced by 77% since 2006.

On 18 November 2008 the government launched its new rough sleeping strategy - No One Left Out; Communities ending rough sleeping. The strategy includes a fifteen point action plan that sets out the Government’s vision to work with partners to end rough sleeping by 2012. 

Developed with leading rough sleeping charities it will use action, advice

and assistance across England to prevent the flow of people onto the streets, as well as to support those already there, to get off the streets into stability. 

The National Rough Sleeping Estimate for 2009 shows a 75% reduction in rough sleeping in England since the baseline was established in 1998.
Government Investment
These successes have been achieved through significant Government investment in services to prevent homelessness and by working closely with local authorities and voluntary sector agencies. 

The Government's annual funding for local authority homelessness grants has increased by 23 per cent from £60m in 2005-06 to £74m in 2007-08, bringing the total investment in prevention to £220m over three years. 

On 5 December 2007, CLG announced that local authorities will receive at least £150m over the three financial years from 2008/09 to 2010/11 to help them prevent and tackle homelessness in their areas. 

Local authorities have received almost £50m in homelessness grants last year – a £3m increase on the previous year which equates to a rise of six per cent. A further £20m was announced by the Chancellor in the Budget to help families at risk of homelessness through repossession or eviction for 2009/10.
Homelessness Trends
Homelessness acceptances peaked in 2003/2004, and since then are 72% lower, with year on year reductions being achieved. 

The latest Statutory Homelessness Statistics for th January - March period (published June 2010) 9,590 applicant were accepted as being owed the main homelessness duty. This is 16 per cent reduction in acceptances compared with the same period last year, 3 per cent lower than the previous quarter, and 72 per cent lower than the previous peak in 2003. These reductions are a result of homelessness strategies and prevention measures being put in place by every local authority in England.
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The number of households living in temporary accommodation has been falling since the end of 2005, following a period when numbers had been static at around 101,000. The number of households living in temporary accommodation at 31 March 2010 is 51,310. This is 20 per cent lower than the same date the previous year, 5% lower than the previous quarter, 50% lower than the previous peak in 2004.   

A wide range of temporary accommodation is used by local authorities to discharge their homelessness duties, but the vast majority of households (89 per cent) (and 94 per cent of families with children) are in self-contained accommodation.  

73 per cent of households were in private sector accommodation, 15 per cent were in accommodation owned by social landlords and 8 per cent were in hostel accommodation and women's refuges. Only 4 per cent of all households in Temporary Accommodation were in bed and breakfast accommodation
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In March 2002 the Government announced its target to end the use of Bed and Breakfast hotels to accommodate families with children except in an emergency and then for no longer than six weeks, by the end of March 2004.

This target was achieved and is being sustained. Since April 2004, when the

Homelessness (Suitability of Accommodation) (England) Order 2003 came into force, local authorities can no longer discharge their duty to families with children accepted as homeless by placing them in Bed and Breakfast accommodation for longer than six weeks.
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1008 16/.17 years were accommodated in B&B’s by local authorities in 2006,

by 2009 this number had fallen down to 230. A reduction of 77%

The number of homeless 16/17 years olds in B&B over 6 weeks has fallen to ?

In the last year alone the number of 16/17 year olds accepted as homeless has reduced by 33% and care leavers have reduced by 16%. Young people staying in bed and breakfast has reduced from over 1000 to just over 170, those young people staying for more than 6 weeks is now at 1% of the overall total. Youth homelessness now accounts for only 6% of all acceptances, compared to 9% in 2006.  
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The local street counts are a useful measure of tracking trends in rough sleeping overtime. The headline figure that is produced by CLG is the total number of rough sleepers found during counts undertaken during a particular year. In areas that do not have a known or suspected rough sleeping problem, we do not ask local authorities to conduct a count.

Rough sleeping levels reduced by two-thirds during 1998 – 2002, falling from 1850 down to below 500, where numbers have stayed since. The annual publication of rough sleeping statistics (last published September 2009) showed on any given night 464 people were sleeping rough. 

[image: image5.emf]0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

2006 2007 2008 2009

Nunber of

16/17 years

in B&B


Homelessness Prevention and Relief Statistics 

In 2008/09, Local Housing Authorities reported just fewer than 130,000 cases of homelessness prevention or relief having taken place outside the statutory homelessness framework.
Examples of prevention initiatives undertaken by local authorities include:

· the provision of rent deposits to help people obtain tenancies in the private rented sector

· mediation services to help resolve family tensions in the home which might otherwise lead to a member of the family leaving home

Local authorities also provide support to help people with difficulties such as managing debts or overcoming other personal problems such as alcohol or drug misuse.

Communities and Local Government is working with other Government

Departments to ensure services are targeted at the most vulnerable groups to prevent homelessness and improve access to services and opportunities. 

61 per cent of reported cases of homelessness prevention and relief involved the household being assisted to obtain alternative accommodation. The remaining 39 per cent involved the cases being assisted to remain in their existing home.
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The most common action taken by authorities and partner organisations to assist households in obtaining alternative accommodation was the use of landlord incentive schemes to secure private rented sector accommodation (37 per cent of the cases assisted in obtaining alternative accommodation).
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The most common action taken to enable households to remain in their own home was assistance to remain in the private or social rented sector (for example by resolving anti-social behaviour or tackling disrepair through action against landlords or grants to improve conditions), which comprised 17 per cent of the cases who remained in their own home.
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Financial of Cost of Homelessness

Heriot-Watt University published research in 2007 on the costs of homelessness, concluding that;

· Costs for a single parent family in temporary accommodation represented £2,756 per year 

· Costs for young people aged 16-17 may be more due to the need for continuing support once they are re-housed whereas if they had returned or remained at home their family would have fulfilled this role. 

· There are also many benefits to people and private landlords brought about by homelessness prevention measures. Many of the initiatives provide an avenue to semi-permanent housing in the private sector that for at least some households is preferable to the housing available to them in the social housing sector 

· Preventing homelessness also avoids substantial social disruption and resettlement costs 

To the local authority there are expenses involved in order for them to fulfil its statutory homelessness duties, these include;
· Conducting homelessness assessments

· Securing rehousing (including temporary accommodation) under their statutory obligations for those households deemed to be unintentionally homeless and in priority need.

Where homeless households are temporarily re-housed local authorities may also incur costs of providing additional services to these households and support on permanent resettlement. These costs encompass;
· changing/ ‘bussing’ children to schools

· changing general practitioners and health care providers,

· involvement of social services and the police.

Social services are often involved when evictions include children or homelessness is associated with domestic violence.

The National Audit Office estimated in 2005 that over £1billon of public money was spent on administration, accommodation and support to the homeless. These costs are split about 50% each way between central government and local authorities. 

The National Audit Office estimated that as much as £40 - £50 million could be saved as a result of ending the use of bed and breakfast accommodation for homeless families. 
Homelessness resulting from social landlord evictions can also generate significant costs. 

Evictions are most commonly associated with rent arrears and bring an associated set of expenditures irrespective of any subsequent rehousing responsibilities. Costs of the eviction can include legal expenses, the cost of changing locks, redecoration and repair, lost rent and the cost of re-letting. When the household is eventually evicted for rent arrears the money owed is rarely re-covered and is often written off. 

Where anti-social behaviour is the reason for the eviction the legal process may have been even more complex. The state of the housing following an eviction may be very poor and the accommodation at the very least will require redecoration. 
Evictions brought about by anti-social behaviour in social housing can cost over £7,000 per case according to the Herriot-Watt research. Homelessness prevention schemes are specifically targeted at averting such evictions
Some of the homelessness prevention initiatives that harness and thereby promote the private sector arguably have potential crossover benefits to social housing by diverting demand away from that sector. 

In doing so it may facilitate a shorter queue for transfer or waiting list applicants seeking to access social housing. 

If households are prevented from becoming homeless then there are consequences for the queue for temporary housing and this could reduce the cost of such housing. 
In a report produced by the New Policy Institute for Crisis, titled the cost of single homelessness can be as much as £24,000 per year. Typical costs included;

· Failed tenancy - £3,000

· Temporary accommodation - £10,500

· Support Services - £2,000

· Health Services - £7,000

· Police and Criminal justice – £1,500

· Potential resettlement - £500

· Total for 12 months £24,500 

This example shows the scale of the overall costs of homelessness and how homelessness costs a range of public bodies. The cost of preventing this case of homelessness could be a cheap as £1700 per annum; this includes securing private sector accommodation and the provision of floating support. 
Human Cost of Homelessness
The Herriot-Watt research showed that for the household members there are the financial costs and the psychological upsets of moving home forcibly. There is also the possibility of a move away from the current neighbourhood, with the potential disruptions to family life, friends, schooling and medical and other support.

Some of the financial costs may be covered by insurance in the case of victims of flooding, fires, etc but these households tend to be a very small minority of homeless cases. The psychological costs may be even more severe for households forced to leave their home because of domestic violence. 

The trauma and dislocation of homelessness can bring stress related problems.

Children can suffer from bed wetting, truancy, impeded progress at school, and arrested development of communication skills. Adults, similarly, are prone to absent themselves from work and lose their employment, suffer mental ill-health, substance abuse, and in some cases they turn to criminality.
Living in temporary housing placements, perhaps brought about by repeat homelessness, can also contribute to unplanned pregnancies and also the break up of traditional friendship networks and relationships. 

Children can stand out at school and be prone to bullying and exhibit behavioural problems such as clinginess and social withdrawal symptoms.

The experience of homelessness can therefore have long term consequences not only for the health (in its widest sense) of homeless households, but also for their future economic prospects not least through the impaired educational achievement of children.
The University of York published findings in 2008 on the experiences of homeless families and 16/17 year olds

Families accepted as homeless were mainly young, headed by lone women parents, and workless. This group accounted for over 70% of all homelessness acceptances. Adults (usually the mothers) in these families seemed to be a relatively disadvantaged group with respect to their health and access to social support, and many had experienced domestic violence.
There was a substantial negative impact on these families’ and young people’s economic position (since leaving their last settled accommodation), and in children’s participation in clubs/activities.

Families in settled housing reported a consistently better quality of life than those living in temporary accommodation. Families in temporary accommodation were less satisfied with the living space and facilities in their accommodation and more likely to report that they were struggling financially.

Young people aged 16-17 who are accepted as homeless are an extremely vulnerable group, who had often experienced educational and/or family disruption, violence at home, and mental health and/or substance misuse problems. A very high proportion were not in education, employment or training. The overwhelming reason for applying as homeless was relationship breakdown with parents or step-parents. Youth homelessness (young people aged 16-24, either as a lone applicant or heading a household) accounts for approximately 38% of all homelessness acceptances. 
The National Centre for Social Research undertook research looking at who slept rough in London. Half of all street homeless people in England sleep rough in London. The CHAIN database is used by organisations to monitor outcomes from helping rough sleepers off the streets; this was the primary source of evidence used by the researchers. Street homeless people account for 6% of all homeless acceptances.
The link between drug, alcohol and mental health problems and rough sleeping is well documented. These types of problems can cause rough sleeping, or can develop or be exacerbated as a result of time spent on the streets. The research states that among rough sleepers just under three-quarters (74 per cent) have one or more support needs relating to drugs, alcohol or mental health. These problems may have been present when the person arrived on the streets or have developed over time.

The level of alcohol use among first-time rough sleepers has remained fairly consistent over recent years, 46 per cent of new rough sleepers had an alcohol need recorded. The level of drug problems among first-time rough sleepers was at three in 10 (29 per cent). In the last three years, around three in 10 first-time rough sleepers had mental health problems and the same proportion had physical health problems. 

Among first-time rough sleepers in 2007, a fifth (18 per cent) had a mental health problem combined with a drug or alcohol support need. This combination of needs is known as a dual diagnosis.
The proportion of first-time rough sleepers who have spent time in prison stood at 26 per cent in 2007/08. The proportion of first-time rough sleepers with a care background was at seven per cent in 2007/08. The proportion of first-time rough sleepers who have served in the armed forces has been fairly consistent over time at around seven per cent.

Research undertaken in 2005 by Ethnos on homelessness amongst black and minority ethnic communities, showed that homelessness among black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee communities is disproportionally high compared to overall population levels. 26% of homelessness acceptances are from minority ethnic households compared to 8% of the overall population being minority ethnic persons. 

For settled ethnic minority groups the drivers for homelessness reflect those of the overall population. The context of homelessness for refugee and asylum seekers is driven by their legal status and rights to access to statutory assistance, which often results in destitution. Homelessness among new migrants is primarily driven by economic circumstances. 

Minority communities are more at risk of homelessness compared to the overall population Services that are not sufficiently culturally sensitive together with a lack of resources for certain groups compounds the drivers for homelessness among black, asian, minority ethnic, and refugee communities
Contributing to Local Priorities
Shelter believes that homelessness is caused by a complex interplay between a person's individual circumstances and adverse 'structural' factors outside their direct control. These problems can build up over years until the final crisis moment when a person becomes homeless. 

Personal causes of homelessness:

· drug and alcohol misuse

· lack of qualifications

· lack of social support, 

· debts - especially mortgage or rent arrears

· poor physical and mental health

· relationship breakdown

· involvement in crime at an early age 

· family background including family breakdown and disputes 

· sexual and physical abuse in childhood or adolescence

· having parents with drug or alcohol problems

· previous experience of family homelessness

· an institutional background including having been in care, the armed forces, or in prison.

Structural causes of homelessness:

· unemployment 

· poverty 

· a lack of affordable housing 

· housing policies 

· the structure and administration of housing benefit 

· wider policy developments, such as the closure of long-stay psychiatric hospitals.
A theory developed by Suzanne Fitzpatrick from the Centre for Housing Policy at University York supports the assumptions detailed above. In a paper tilted ‘Explaining homelessness: a critical realist perspective' Fitzpatrick argues that a range of broader and more differential potential causal factors should be taken into account when looking at the causes of homelessness. She asserts the causes of homelessness can operate on at least four levels – economic, housing, interpersonal, individual – which interact with each other in complex and often unpredictable ways. No one of these levels is assumed to be ‘logically prior’ to any of the others, and this theoretical approach allows for economic or housing structures to be ‘all-important’ in some cases of homelessness (which involve families and minority ethnic groups) and for individual factors to be far more significant in other cases (which involve street homeless people and young people).  
A correlation can be drawn between Shelters theory on the causes of homelessness and Fitzpatrick’s theory on the causes of homelessness;

· Personal causes = interpersonal and individual

· Structural causes = economic and housing

Local Community Plans set the principle aims and objectives that local public, private and third sector organisations in a given area seek to improve and achieve positive outcomes against. A community plan that seeks to create employment for all, have sustainable environment, wellbeing for everyone and cohesive communities inevitably will tackle the causes of homelessness. Here it can be argued that through the direct results that can achieved from preventing homelessness, there is a positive contribution towards achieving the goals of the community plan. Success from preventing homelessness re-enforces the successful delivery of the community plan and vice versa.   

the Housing Minister, Grant Shapps MP, announced on 16 June 2010 that the UK Government had established a ministerial inter-departmental committee to take forward measures to tackle homelessness. Membership of the committee includes;

· Grant Shapps MP (Con) - Department for Communities and Local Government (housing and homelessness) (Chair)

· Andrew Robathan MP (Con) - Ministry of Defence (welfare of veterans)

· John Hayes MP (Con) - Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (adult skills)

· Paul Burstow MP (LD) - Department of Health (health and care services)

· Lord David Freud (Con) - Department for Work and Pensions (housing benefit)

· Crispin Blunt MP (Con) - Ministry of Justice (criminal justice)

· James Brokenshire (Con) - Home Office (crime prevention)

· Tim Loughton MP (Con) - Department for Education (children and youth services)
There is again a correlation between the portfolios each minister is responsible for that shows a link with both the Shelter and Fitzpatrick theories;

·  Personal causes = interpersonal and individual = welfare of veterans, health and care services, criminal justice, crime prevention, children and youth services

· Structural causes = economic and housing = housing and homelessness, adult skills, housing benefit 

The housing options approach and application of homelessness prevention tools have successful in preventing the reasons for homelessness (e.g. parents/other family/friends no longer willing or able to accommodate, violent breakdown of relationship, end of assured shorthold tenancy). Therefore based on the above theories and Government action, it can be argued that an specific focus in a local area whereby communities draw together a resources, skills, and knowledge could result a successful approach to tackling causes of homelessness.
Conclusion

Local authority data returned to CLG as part of the P1E reporting mechanism shows that preventing homelessness is successful. During 2008/ 09 local authorities in England reported that the prevention or relief of homelessness was achieved in 130,000 cases.
Research from Heriot-Watt University demonstrates that significant savings can be achieved when compared to the cost of fulfilling statutory duties for homeless households.
Research from York University shows that homelessness results in detrimental costs to the wellbeing of homeless families and young people. These impacts can occur in terms of crime, education, health, and economic activity.

Research by the National Centre for Social Research shows that street homeless people have multiple and complex needs with 74% of rough sleepers having one or more need e.g. substance misuse, mental health, ex-offender etc
The National Audit Office estimates that £1billion is spent annually by the government on administering homelessness. They also state that £40-£50 million has been saved from ending the use of bed and breakfast accommodation.

There is a very strong argument to show that investing in preventing homelessness should continue. Maintaining present levels of funding, or increasing it, could generate substantial savings for local authorities and other public sector bodies. 
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