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The workshop was organised to discuss issues around the introduction of “floating support”.  Over 30 participants attended – mostly line management but with some scheme managers and residents and representatives of all three local Supporting People teams; most came from East or West Sussex and Brighton-Hove.  The workshop was held in New Larchwood, Coldean, Brighton – a new extra-care scheme.

Programme

In the morning session Stuart Prince (Rother Homes) described the introduction of floating support in April 2007 and subsequent developments.  Peter Harcourt (Eastbourne Homes) was unable to attend but had briefed Peter Lloyd about the planned introduction of floating support in April 2008.  Imogen Parry outlined the discussions held by ERoSH trustees in formulating an agreed policy statement.

In the afternoon session participants raised their, widely varying, concerns about floating support.  In many instances Stuart Prince was able to describe how these issues were being met in Rother.

Briefing papers included one by Peter Lloyd on issues raised by floating support, and an ERoSH position statement to the Dept of CLG on the impact of the Supporting People programme.  An article on floating support in Rother, written by Peter Lloyd, on the basis of information provided by Stuart Prince appeared in the November 2007 issue of Property People Focus.

Context of Change

In both Rother and Eastbourne the introduction of floating support was taking place within a context of wider developments:

· Floating support was being promoted by many Supporting People teams – it was better to start planning early rather than hurriedly accept later (Eastbourne)

· Tenants in their own homes needed and deserved the same range of support services as were received by those in sheltered housing

· There was a need to redefine the popular image of sheltered housing – discard the term sheltered; Rother now uses “Homes for Older People”

· Sheltered housing needs to be redeveloped; there are hard-to-let/not fit for purpose schemes, which could be decommissioned in the coming years and funding released to upgrade remaining schemes – provide lifts, better access and facilities, provided a base for community resources.   (Thus Eastbourne hopes to reduce its sheltered stock by 45%)

· Rother Homes are now part of the Amicus Horizon Group – its own policies must fit with those of the larger organisation

· In both Rother and Eastbourne wider consultation over more than a year took place:

-
with residents

-
with other landlords who had introduced floating support

· with scheme managers

· In both cases scheme managers were declared redundant and invited to apply for other posts;

· some took retirement

· some were appointed as floating support workers (there being half as many floating workers as scheme managers)

· some were found other posts

(In all cases, those who sought continuing employment found it)

· The re-assignment of tasks performed by a scheme manager was carefully planned (Eastbourne has a list of 120 tasks)

· Rother has introduced a handy man service to cover the small jobs often done by a scheme manager (eg: changing light bulbs!)

· Housing management tasks are carried out by Housing Officers

The Benefits of Floating Support

Stuart Prince cited benefits which floating support had facilitated:

· Those who were assessed as needing support (or who paid for it) received a more professional service:

· floating support workers were better trained for the more specific role

· they delivered service regularly, according to a support plan (and not on an adhoc basis as by scheme managers); flexibility of service provision was possible as each worker managed their own total case load

· the service was more impersonal – ie: “favouritism” by a scheme manager towards a well-liked or more demanding resident was avoided

· Those not receiving support were given greater independence:

· they had control over service provision and were not paying for services not received

· they were encouraged to do more for themselves (eg: report repairs needed) rather than rely on the scheme manager

· they were encouraged to take greater responsibility within the scheme (both in monitoring the well-being of other residents and in organising social activities)

· The level of the service charge had been reduced (in part because there were fewer floating support workers than scheme managers)

· the handy man service was initially free to all residents; at the end of a year its viability would be assessed by residents and management; its costs could be added to the service charge

· Scheme managers who took up floating support worker posts appreciated the change

· their efforts were directed towards more specific tasks; they felt more skilled; they felt that they had a career

· the job was less stressful

· their salary was slightly higher

· they gained more respect and recognition from other professionals

· Rother (and Amicus Horizon) now had an organisation which could provide support provision to other residents both within or beyond Rother.  Opportunities were opened for commercial expansion

· Applications for entry into HOPs were higher and the length of voids was reduced – by almost half, approximate to that of general needs housing

Questions, Fears and Misgivings

These were expressed by participants in a wide variety of ways.  The notes below attempt to summarise.

First – the immediate concerns:

· Residents express their appreciation of sheltered housing in terms of security:

· a secure building and environment

· a known, available and ‘neutral’ scheme manager to be “a good neighbour” and advisor

· the company of other residents to combat loneliness

(Security of the building can be enhanced by door-entry systems – eg: enabling residents to see callers on their TV screens)

· Many issues arise from the disaggregation of the scheme managers role between several staff:

· will one floating support worker serve all residents within a scheme?  (Rother – probably; Eastbourne – not so; residents may express preference on basis of gender, ethnicity, personal compatibility, etc)

· the scheme manager’s office will be occupied much of each day by various staff, maintaining records etc:  Will the timid resident approach them with problems?

· The scheme manager has a holistic view of the scheme and its residents.  Will information be shared among the many staff now involved (recording information is time costly)?

· but with the departure of a scheme manager all knowledge is lost – the new appointee starts afresh

· Will the close monitoring of residents’ well-being be maintained; a scheme manager is likely to notice sudden changes, which a succession of visiting staff would not

· all residents continue to receive a morning call (unless they opt out) and a regular six monthly visit

· any staff (or resident) can make a “referral” of a suspicious change in well-being; the individual will then be approached to see if they can be helped

· a scheme manager has a duty to monitor all residents; will individuals slip through the net?

· Frail older people will often not report problems – they do not want to cause ‘trouble’, they fear any financial cost

· in as much as they are receiving support regularly these issues should be picked up; but if the regular visit is but monthly.….?

· Will the succession of visiting staff be able to cope quickly with emergencies?

· Lifeline will extend its services

· residents will need to be more vigilant and responsible

· Some residents will need minimal help on a daily basis – eg: a partially sighted person needing help with reading daily mail; will this be covered?  Family carers or other residents may help – but the resident may not wish these people to be involved

· The scheme manager undertakes a wide variety of little, odd jobs – not listed in job descriptions; will these be covered?  They can be small but may be of great importance to the resident

· The changes imply that more responsibility will fall on residents

· in providing support for each other

· in coping with emergencies

· in organising community activity

In a perfect world this might be possible; but

· tensions and cliques develop which threaten cohesion

· individual residents may be ostracised

· active residents may become over-bearing and unpopular

One role of the scheme manager has been to manage such tensions, facilitate cohesion and harmony.  Who will be undertaking such a role?  (Some suggest a resident champion or leader – but such a role may be difficult to fulfil successfully).

Increasingly the role of residents, in providing preventative care within the scheme, is recognised.  This could be threatened by the absence of a dedicated scheme manager

· Sheltered housing aspires to be a community/neighbourhood resource

· a base for services (eg: GP surgery, peripatetic professionals)

· a locus of social activity

· a base for outreach care and support

Does this not need a single person coordinating all these facilities?

Second – the longer term issues:

· What will be the character of residents of sheltered schemes in the future?

· as Supporting People restricts its funding to those with greatest or acute need (as Social Services/Adult Social Care has in recent years provided more hours to fewer users), will residents be older, more frail?  Will a scheme resemble the stereotypical care home – with residents unable to provide mutual support, organise activities, etc?

In Rother, recent entrants have been younger, and more active.  The frail can have support delivered in their own homes and so do not need, in most cases, to move.  What are the motives of these younger entrants?

· the waiting list for HOPs is much shorter and accommodation faster

· they appreciate not having to pay for services not needed

· they are conscious of a possible/probable need for support in the future and wish to prepare for it

· but will the level of support provided then be adequate?  If 24/7 support is needed a move to extra care housing is indicated, the HOP will not be a “Home for Life”

Imogen Parry

Our morning session concluded with a presentation by Imogen Parry.

Imogen is now a freelance consultant and Director of Policy for ERoSH; previously she worked for Sanctuary HA and has a Social Service background.

Her recent consultancy has given her a wider perspective – she talks not only to managements but has been involved with focus groups or residents.

ERoSH’s role for the past 10 years, has been to raise the profile of sheltered housing.  Issues such as preventative care, security and choice have been recurrent.

In August 2007 ERosh produced a Position Statement for the Dept of CLG (circulated to participants).

Currently, trustees are preparing a Position Paper for general publication – via press release, website, etc.  Agreement of the draft has yet to be finalised.  Discussions have revealed considerable differences of opinion within ERoSH – so, how far should the paper cite these, or should it contain only that which is unanimously agreed?  A major issue is that of needs led services, very preventative care.

Themes covered by the paper include:


Needs led support services


Hub and spoke models


Team approaches


Floating support


Allocations policies


The classification of sheltered housing


Information for and consultation with service users

The Future

As Stuart Prince said, floating support has its problems; but the existing mode of sheltered housing was not perfect!

· Is it possible to retain the benefits of floating support whilst preserving the integrating role of a scheme manager?

· Perhaps a “hub and spoke” model is an answer, in which a scheme:

· has a dedicated manager (+ assistant) providing support to residents and others in the neighbourhood

· has a care team, similarly providing outreach services

· is a base for services and social activity, drawing those in the neighbourhood into the life of the scheme

· Of paramount importance to the more frail older residents is the need to feel secure – this means an accessible known person to whom one can always turn; not an impersonal alarm system

· Will anyone have a holistic view of a scheme, able to coordinate the many activities within it, or to quickly identify and meet gaps in service provision?

· Government policies demand coordination – the “one-stop-shop”.  Will sheltered schemes fulfil this role?

Peter Lloyd
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