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The Government’s new rough sleeping strategy, 'No One Left Out, Communities Ending
Rough Sleeping’, states that there must be an effective safety net in every area so people
can avoid sleeping rough *. This is particularly important for homeless people who do not
receive accommodation under the homelessness legislation.? These people are often
referred to as ’'single’ or 'non-statutory’ homeless people and may face the prospect of
sleeping rough.

In recent years there has been increased investment in homelessness prevention schemes
and housing options services by local authorities to help those at risk from homelessness
sustain their tenancies or find other appropriate accommodation. However, there are still
many who become homeless.

In some areas, direct access hostels are used as one way of addressing the immediate
accommodation needs of single homeless people and rough sleepers. Although not long
term solutions, they can provide a valuable first step for single homeless people with
nowhere to go, and a useful means of gaining access to other services such as employment
advice, drug treatment facilities and resettlement options. Homeless Link defines direct
access hostels as projects that are open all year round and meet most or all of the following
criteria (night shelters are included in this definition):

Will accept self-referrals

Have frequent vacancies

Do not hold a waiting list

Intended to be short stay accommodation
Provide 24-hour staff cover

Using this definition, our 2008 Survey of Needs and Provision (SNAP)® showed that 228
district or unitary authorities in England do not have a direct access hostel (64%).

Although an important part of homelessness provision in some local areas, direct access
hostels are by no means the only way of addressing immediate accommodation needs. The
Homeless Link emergency accommodation project aims to examine the 228 areas with no
direct access hostel to explore the options available to non-statutory homeless people, and
identify any effective alternative forms of emergency provision.*

This is an interim report following the results of a survey conducted with the local authority
areas with no direct access hostel. It examines the availability and not the quality of
emergency provision. The next phase of the project will involve a series of in depth case
studies looking at the barriers and solutions related to the provision of emergency
accommodation, as well as examples of good practice.

This report does not examine the areas in England that do have a direct access hostel.
Homeless Link is aware that having a direct access hostel does not mean that there is
appropriate or accessible accommodation for all groups, however it does suggest that

emergency provision is at least being considered.

* http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/housing/roughsleepingstrategy

2 Under the homelessness legislation, households who are not in ’priority need’ have no entitlement to immediate temporary
accommodation

® Homeless Link (2008) Survey of Needs and Provision (http:/www.homeless.org.uk/policyandinfo/research/mapping). Survey
based on Homeless UK data, established by Resource Information Service (RIS) funded by CLG. RIS, which researches and
publishes information about homelessness and other services to improve referrals and access to provision, merged with
Homeless Link during the writing of this report.

* Analysis based on the district/unitary authorities in England before the local government re-structuring of April 1st 2009.



This research has shown that 228 district/unitary areas in England do not have a
direct access hostel, but it is likely that 57% of these areas do have some form of
alternative emergency provision in place (82 of the 145 areas interviewed reported
this).

Conversely, the research also suggests that 43% of these 228 areas have no direct
access hostel and no form of alternative emergency accommodation (63 of the 145
areas interviewed reported this)

Nationally it is therefore estimated that 28% of district/unitary areas (around 1 in 4)
have no form of emergency accommodation for non-statutory homeless people.®

People without a local connection, those over 25 years old, people with support
needs, couples and those with dogs are likely to find access to emergency
accommodation more difficult, even in areas with some form of provision.

Of all the areas interviewed, 84% were able to signpost/refer/nominate to direct
access hostels in bordering areas. However, only 3 areas had formal nomination
rights and most areas did this by signposting only (42%), suggesting that people are
often left to make their own arrangements in places away from their home area.

Overall, 80% of the areas interviewed feel that the alternative emergency
accommodation in their area does not meet the demand from non-statutory homeless
people.

° 43% of 228 = 98 areas. 98 areas as a percentage of the 354 authorities in England = 28%. This analysis was based on the
district/unitary authorities in England before 9 new unitary authorities were formed on 1st April 2009. 29 of the 228 authorities in
England with no direct access hostel have become part of new unitary authorities. Four of the nine new unitary authorities have
no direct access hostel in any of the districts that have formed them, two have only one direct access hostel for the entire new
area, and three have more than one. Of the 29 districts with no direct access hostel that have been affected by the re-
structuring, the majority (18, 62%) have become part of unitary authorities with no direct access hostel.



Homeless Link commissioned the research company Vision Twentyone to contact the
Housing Options/Homelessness teams in all 228 local authority areas without a direct
access hostel, and conduct a structured phone interview about the emergency
accommodation options for non-statutory homeless people in their area. All authorities were
assured that their answers would be anonymous in the resulting report.

145 interviews were secured, equating to a 64% response rate.

Questionnaire design and analysis was undertaken by Homeless Link with the support of a
steering group comprised of a range of stakeholders from the voluntary and statutory
sectors.

This report first presents a profile of the 228 district or unitary areas in England without a
direct access hostel.

It then provides an overview and analysis of the alternative emergency accommodation
options available (if any) in the areas interviewed (chapter 6). This is followed by more
detailed analysis of each accommodation type and overall information on access restrictions
and perceptions of need and demand (chapter 7).

The report then turns to look at cross boundary referral procedures (chapter 8) and access
to non-emergency accommodation in the areas interviewed (chapter 9) as well as providing
information on how advice and assistance is provided (chapter 10) before concluding.



MAPPING

PROFILE OF THE 228 AREAS IN ENGLAND WITH NO DIRECT ACCESS HOSTEL

A mapping exercise conducted at the outset of this research showed that the 228 areas in
England with no direct access hostel are fairly evenly distributed across the country.

The graph below shows these areas as a percentage of all authorities in each particular
region. The East and West Midlands have the highest proportion of areas with no direct
access hostel, with London, the North West and Yorkshire and Humber reporting lower
proportions.

Graph 1: Percentage of district/unitary areas in each region with no direct access hostel
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Base: Number of district/unitary authorities in each region®

From looking at these areas in relation to all local authority areas in England, some key
characteristics were identified:

Similar acceptance rates: On average 50% of homelessness applications are accepted
under the homelessness legislation in areas with no direct access hostel, compared to 51%
nationally.’

Less rough sleeping counts: 13% of the 228 areas did a rough sleeping count in 2008,
compared to 36% nationally.®

Lower rough sleeping figures: The average rough sleeping figure for those areas that
carry out a rough sleeping count is 1, compared to 4 nationally.’

More rural: 64% of areas in England with no direct access hostel are rural.*°

¢ East Midlands 40, East of England 48, London 33, North East 23, North West 43, South East 67, South West 45, West
Midlands 34, Yorkshire and Humber 21

! http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/statistics/homelessnessQ22008

8 Taken from 2008 rough sleeping estimates: http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/homelessness/roughsleeping/

® Median taken from 2008 rough sleeping estimates: http://www.communities.gov.uk/housing/homelessness/roughsleeping/



One hundred and forty five interviews were secured across the 228 areas in England without
a direct access hostel. Sixty three of the areas interviewed (43%) reported that they had no
direct access hostel and no alternative emergency provision; while 82 areas (57%) reported
that they had no direct access hostel but some other form of emergency provision. Assuming
that the 145 areas interviewed are representative of the 228 areas without a direct access
hostel, nationally it can be estimated that 28% of local authorities have no form of
emergency accommodation for non-statutory homeless people.**

In every interview a number of questions were asked related to Bed and Breakfast
accommodation, Private Hostels'?, Night Stop/Crashpad and Supported Lodgings Schemes,
Church/Winter Shelters and other forms of emergency accommodation.

Nightstop/Crash pad or Supported Lodgings schemes*® were the most commonly
reported alternative form of alternative emergency accommodation, closely followed
by Bed and Breakfast accommodation.

Graph 2: Percentage of areas interviewed with particular forms of alternative emergency
accommodation for non statutory homeless people
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Base: 145 interviews with housing options/homelessness leads in areas with no direct access
hostel. The number of respondents that reported other is not shown in the above chart.

1% As defined by the rural/urban classification of local authorities from the Department of Environment Food and Rural Affairs
http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/ruralstats/rural-definition.htm#class.

™ 43% of 228 = 98 areas. 98 areas as a percentage of the 354 authorities in England = 28%.

'2 private Hostels are defined as privately run accommodation schemes, similar to bed and breakfast accommodation but
s;aecifically for homeless people.

*® Nightstops/Crashpad schemes are generally short term emergency accommodation in the homes of volunteer hosts.
Supported Lodgings are the same but involve longer-term tenancy arrangements.

7



In general, a higher percentage of urban compared to rural areas without a direct access
hostel reported that non-statutory homeless people could access each alternative form of
emergency provision, with the exception of Bed and Breakfast accommodation. Overall, a
larger proportion of rural areas (48%) compared to urban areas (33%) reported no
alternative emergency provision.

Graph 3: Percentage of rural and urban areas that have different forms of emergency
accommodation for non statutory homeless people
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Base: The number of rural or urban areas without a direct access hostel interviewed: Rural 97,
Urban 48. The numbers of respondents that reported other are not shown in the above chart.

The types of alternative emergency provision available were also analysed on a regional
basis, as shown in Graph 4.

Yorkshire and Humber and the North East both have a high percentage of areas without a
direct access hostel which reported that non-statutory homeless people could access B&B
accommodation (67% and 60% respectively). London had the highest percentage which

reported that non-statutory homeless people could access Church/Winter Shelters (33%).

Graph 4 shows that the East Midlands and the South West have the highest proportions
(55% and 53% respectively) of those areas without a direct access hostel which suggested
they had no form of alternative emergency accommodation. The East Midlands also has the
highest proportion of authority areas without a direct access hostel (31). 22 responded to the
survey, 12 of which had no emergency provision.



Graph 4: Percentage of the areas without a direct access hostel interviewed in each region which suggested that non-statutory homeless people could access
B&B, Private Hostels, Night Stop/Crashpad/Supported Lodgings or Church/Winter Shelters or no emergency accommaodation
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Base: The number of authorities without a direct access hostel interviewed in each region: East Midlands 22, East of England 20, London 9, North East 10, North
West 15, South East 27, South West 19, West Midlands 14, Yorkshire and Humber 9. The number of respondents that reported other is not shown in the above
chart
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The survey asked the local authorities without a direct access hostel what alternative
emergency accommodation non-statutory homeless people could access in their area.
Specific reference was made to four types of emergency provision and the survey also
asked about any other provision types:

Bed and Breakfast- in some areas non-statutory homeless people can access B&B
accommodation
Private hostels - privately run accommodation schemes, similar to bed and

breakfast accommodation but specifically for homeless people
Nightstops/Crashpad schemes - generally short term emergency accommodation
in the homes of volunteer hosts. Supported Lodgings are similar but involve longer-
term tenancy arrangements

Church Shelters - emergency accommodation run by church groups. Winter
Shelters are also often run by churches but are open in the winter only.

Other emergency accommodation

For each provision type the survey asked about referral routes into that accommodation, as
housing teams provide different levels of support through the referral process, from simply
suggesting local provision (signposting) to completing forms or formally nominating an
individual to accommodation with which they have a referral arrangement.

The survey then asked about restrictions attached to the provision types such as local
connection criteria, gender, age and support needs. A local connection means a connection
to the local area, either through family, work, or from living in the areas for a specific number
of years/months. Statutory local connection rules involve an individual having links to an
authority area; however, the survey also gave respondents the opportunity to report locally
set criteria involving links to a town/city.

BED & BREAKFAST

Out of the 145 areas interviewed, 37 (26%) suggested that non-statutory homeless people
could access Bed and Breakfast accommodation. On average, they had 3.5 Bed and
Breakfasts in their area that could be accessed by this group.

When asked how they refer people into this provision type, the majority of respondents
suggested that they did this by signposting only:

Table 1: Bed and Breakfast referral routes

Signpost only 60% (22)
Complete referral forms 35% (13)
Have formal nomination rights 5% (2)

Base: the 37 areas that suggested non-statutory homeless people could access B&B accommodation

When asked about restrictions, the table below indicates that a significant proportion of Bed
and Breakfast accommodations that accept non-statutory homeless people do not accept
those without a local connection, with dogs or with high support needs:
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Table 2: Bed and Breakfast - restrictions™

People without a local connection* 21% (8)
Men 0% (0)
Women 0% (0)
Over 25 year olds 0% (0)
Under 25 year olds 5% (2)
Those with high support needs 35% (13)
People with Dogs 68% (25)
Couples 5% (2)

Base: the 37 areas that suggested non-statutory homeless people could access B&B accommaodation
* Local Connection criteria: 63% to the district/unitary area, 13% to the town/city, 25% unknown.

Of the 37 housing options/homelessness leads interviewed that suggested non-statutory
homeless people could access Bed and Breakfast accommodation, 11 (30%) thought that
this provision met the demand from non-statutory homeless people in their area.

PRIVATE HOSTELS

Only five areas of the 145 interviewed (3%) suggested that non-statutory homeless people
could access Private Hostels. Three authorities did signposting only to this type of provision
and two completed referral forms.

The findings show that private hostels carry various restrictions. One hostel excludes those
without a local connection to the town or city, one excludes women, one excludes over 25
year olds and one excludes couples. Two exclude people with high support needs and two
exclude those with dogs.

Two out of the five areas thought that access to private hostels met the demand from non-
statutory homeless people in their area.

NIGHT STOP / CRASHPAD / SUPPORTED LODGINGS SCHEMES

Thirty eight of the 145 areas interviewed (26%) suggested that non-statutory homeless
people could access Night Stop/Crashpad or Supported Lodgings Schemes. In four areas
(11%) these were local authority run, in 23 areas (60%) they were voluntary sector run and
in 11(29%) areas they had both types. When asked how they refer people into this provision
type, the majority of respondents suggested that they completed referral forms:

Table 3: Nightstop/Crashpad/Supported Lodging referral routes

Signpost only 8% (3)
Complete referral forms 84% (32)
Have formal nomination rights 8% (3)

Base: The 38 areas which reported Nightstop/Crashpad/Supported Lodging schemes which are
accessible to non-statutory homeless people.

1t should be noted that more than one restriction was reported by some accommodation types
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Regarding restrictions, 37% of the areas that had Nightstop/Crashpad or Supported
Lodgings schemes reported that there were no age restrictions on these projects. People
without a local connection, with dogs, in couples or with high support needs often faced
restrictions.

Table 4: Nightstop/Crashpad/Supported Lodging restrictions

People without a local connection* 32% (12)
Men 0% (0)
Women 0% (0)
Over 25 year olds 63% (24)
Under 25 year olds 0% (0)
Those with high support needs 26% (10)
People with Dogs 61% (23)
Couples 34% (13)

Base: The 38 areas which reported Nightstop/Crashpad/Supported Lodging schemes which are
accessible to non-statutory homeless people.
*Local Connection criteria: 83% to the district/unitary area, 8% to the town/city, 8% unknown

Forty percent of the areas interviewed thought that access to these schemes met the
demand from non-statutory homeless people in their area.

CHURCH/WINTER SHELTERS
Thirteen (9%) of the 145 areas interviewed suggested that non-statutory homeless people
could access Church/Winter Shelters. On average, they had 1.4 shelters in their area that
could be accessed by this group.

When asked how they refer people into this provision type, the majority of respondents
suggested that they did this by signposting only:

Table 5: Referral routes

Signpost only 62% (8)
Complete referral forms 31% (4)
Have formal nomination rights 8% (1)

Base: The 13 areas which reported that non-statutory homeless people could access Church/Winter
Shelters

No restrictions to access were reported for Church/Winter shelters, other than one project
which excludes people with dogs, and one which excludes couples.

Forty six percent of areas thought that access to Church/Winter shelters met the demand
from non-statutory homeless people in their area.

OTHER EMERGENCY PROVISION

Other emergency provision that was mentioned by respondents included women’s refuges,
foyers for young people, specialist mental health projects or halls set up on an ad-hoc basis
in severe weather conditions. Other areas mentioned using beds in hostels or temporary
accommodation reserved for statutory homeless people if it was an extreme emergency.
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OVERALL RESTRICTIONS
In the 82 areas which reported that non statutory homeless people can access some form of
alternative emergency accommodation there were still some areas that had no provision for
particular groups (Graph 5).

For example, while the majority of areas had no restrictions related to gender attached to
their alternative emergency provision, almost a quarter had no provision for people over 25,
those with high support needs, those without a local connection or those with dogs. For
people in these groups this increases the number of areas in England with no emergency
accommodation available to them.

Graph 5: Of the areas interviewed that have some form of alternative emergency provision, the
percentage that have no provision for particular groups
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Base: The 82 areas without a direct access hostel interviewed which reported that non statutory
homeless people could access some form of alternative emergency accommodation
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