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Results of the consultation on our draft care settings assessment policy, guidance and tool.

What was the aim of this consultation?

We asked for people to tell us if they understood our new policy and guidance, and whether they understood how to use the new tool, and how effective they thought it would be in assessing whether a care service needed to be registered with us.

We are revising our policy and guidance following recent legal decisions about supported living services, and registering services under the Care Standards Act 2000. 

The aim of the new guidance and the new ‘care settings assessment tool’ is to support us to make consistent decisions that are legally sound and take into account the relevant factors. It will also inform people who use services, and people who provide services about the framework we use to make our decisions. 

We provided the people involved in the consultation with the following documents:

· Policy and guidance, ‘Care homes and supported housing’. 

· Assessment tool, to help us decide if a service need to register with us.

· Guidance on how to use the tool.

Page 3 shows the specific questions we asked, and the answers we received.     

Who was the consultation aimed at?

We contacted three different stakeholder groups.

People who use services - people using, or who have used care services, or who represent the views of people who do. (Note responses received may represent one or more people who use services)
Providers - people who provide care services, or who represent the views of those who do. For example, care home owners, provider organisations, registered managers. 
CSCI - staff members. For example, regulatory inspectors, provider relationship managers, our Commissioners.  
Who responded to our consultation?

We received 32 responses within the timescale identified for the consultation. The majority of replies were from providers, 68% of the total. 29% of responses were from our staff, and 3% from people who use services. 

Of the provider responses, the majority represented providers of supported housing including extra care housing rather than the care home sector. This may be because it was felt that the guidance and tool would have a lesser impact on existing care homes. 
Many of the responses were from provider organisations who represented large numbers of people who provide care and support.

All the responses from people who use services were mainly from organisations that represent large groups of people. A small number of replies were directly from individuals.
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Results of the consultation 

How have we analysed the feedback?

· Collated the answers to the questions, including:

· numbers of people who responded

· percentage of the total this represents

· Read all comments, and grouped comments, where the same issue was raised. 

What were the responses to the questions we asked? 

	Question
	yes
	no
	no response

	1. Do you understand what out policy is?
	23             74%
	8                  26%
	

	2. Is anything important missing from the policy and guidance?
	16             52%
	12                39% 
	3                 9% 

	3. Do you understand how the tool works?
	30             97%
	0
	1                 3%

	4. Does the guidance for the tool tell you what you need to know?


	18             58%
	9                  29%
	4               13%

	5. Will the policy and tool help you reach a decision about a service you know?
	18             58%
	8                  26%
	5               16%

	6. Do you think the policy and tool will mean:


	             
	

	a. More services being    registered?
	11             77%
	

	b. Less services being registered?
	7               23%
	

	c. no change to the number of services being registered?
	6               19%
	

	d. No response
	0
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Analysing the results

Overall, we found that the people who responded understood the guidance and the tool, and felt it will help people reach a judgement about how a service should be registered.

We found that: 

· Over 75% of the people who responded said they understood our policy. 

· 50% of the respondents felt that there was important information missing from the policy and guidance document. 

· the tool received positive feedback with nearly 100% saying they understood how it worked.

· just over half of the respondents felt the guidance for the tool told them what they needed to know. 

· there was a lack of consensus about whether the guidance and tool would lead to more, less or no change in the number of services registered. Everyone who responded to the consultation gave us their views. 77% felt it would lead to more services being registered, 23% felt it would lead to less services being registered, and 19% said they felt it would remain the same.

Feedback Themes

We have grouped feedback themes together, and responded to the comments.

Theme 1. We want a definition of ‘supported housing’.

Comments

· It would be helpful to have a definition of supported housing within the guidance. ” (Provider) 

· The guidance doesn’t provide a proper definition of supported housing/supported living (which are not the same in any case) other than by saying what a care home isn’t, under 4.2.  As we understand it, ‘supported housing’ has quite specific criteria defined under the Supporting People programme, and ‘supported living’ refers more to domiciliary care provided in the person’s own home. Providing these definitions would presumably further assist inspectors in making decisions. ” (Provider)

· Our experience is that many people who have personal care needs want to live in supported housing and not in residential care. They prefer the rights associated with a tenancy, and the individual choice and independence associated with supported housing, including their entitlement to full welfare benefits. The proposed guidance would significantly limit people’s rights to choose where they wish to live. We believe the test for supported housing against residential care should be based on possession (or otherwise) or tenancy rights. ” (Provider)

· In a supported housing scheme, housing-related support can be monitored at local level through the Supporting People monitoring programme, with personal care services monitored both by the local authority and by CSCI. If CSCI were to provide the same level of scrutiny of supported housing as for residential care homes, this would afford a similar level of protection to vulnerable adults without compromising their independence and choice. ” (Provider)
Our response

We have focused on the definitions of services registerable under the care standards act. This is because the purpose of the guidance and tool is to support our inspectors to assess if services are registerable under that legislation.

What we have done

· added links to sources of information about extra care housing and supported living for those who wish to read further around these topics.

· provided feedback to the Department of Health that the current definitions in the Act are not a good fit with new and innovative service development. 

· Continue to work to influence the review of the Care Standards Act and the Health and Social Care Bill that will establish the new regulator
Theme 2.  Assistance with bodily functions is the wrong indicator to use in determining if a service is a care home?

Comments

· The definition of Level 1 personal care being “not routinely provided but available” captures many services into the definition of a Care home. “Available” potentially includes many services at levels 2 and 3 as staff would not neglect a service user who required support either as a one-off or as a result of changing need.” (Provider)

· The DH guidance on what is registerable must also be reviewed, as the trigger should be to do with vulnerability not assistance with bodily functions. ” (Provider)

· The Policy and Guidance document implies that level 1 personal care triggers the need for care home registration. This should be clarified to state that this is only in an establishment where care and accommodation are provided together. ” (Provider)

Our response

The personal care triggers that are described within our new guidance are from government guidance, which has been in place since 2002, so the position is not a departure from the established expectations of the sector. We share concerns that assistance with bodily functions is too narrow a trigger and have raised this in our published response to the consultation on the new health and social care regulatory framework.

What we have done:

· gathered the responses to use in our future discussions with Department of Health on this topic and will take them into account when we respond to the Department of Health consultation on the scope of regulation.

· We have strengthened the guidance by giving more prominence to the fact that it is the availability of personal care providing assistance with bodily functions that is key

Theme 3. The definition of ‘establishment’ is too broad.

Comments

· The definition of establishment is “a place, including a building, in which activities are organised.” This definition seems particularly broad, and it would cover virtually all extra care housing, as well as all sheltered housing, and indeed most other apartment-style accommodation where residents arrange their own social events. (Provider)

· Establishment is not defined in law. The importance of tenancy giving exclusive possession. (Provider)

· The Assessment Tool Guidance definition of an ‘establishment’ is confusing, and does not distinguish clearly between an ‘establishment’ and (for example) a domiciliary care agency. As there are clearly defined registration differences between the different care settings, there is a fundamental need for clarity. Examples of an  ‘establishment’ would be helpful. This document also says that, for the provision of level 2 personal care in an ‘establishment’, registration is not required. This makes it even more important to clarify exactly what is meant by an ‘establishment’. (Provider)

· The problem appears to be the lack of legal definition of establishment for the Courts whereas tenancy is very familiar to them. A Court is going to find it much easier to decide what is you own home than what an establishment is. ” (Provider)

· The issues of hierarchy as criteria should not be seen as clear-cut and the issue of a central place to cook as a lot of establishments in other settings provide this resource but would not be considered as a care home. (Provider)

Our response

The term is not defined in the Care Standards Act. We have referred to the working definition used in the Alternative Futures case though this was not intended to be an exhaustive definition. 

What we have done:

· We have made it clearer in the tool that where there is clear evidence that it is the person’s own home the question of whether there is an establishment is not considered.

Theme 4. Is a tenancy agreement the main determinant of whether someone lives in their own home

Comments

· Courts can readily distinguish between sham and proper tenancies. This is all the Alternative Future case tells us. (provider)

· It is important that people understand when assessing that some people will need a considerable the amount of support to make decisions and will not necessarily be able to view their choices in an expected or ‘ordinary way’ and the issue of discrimination and restricting choice to have their own tenancy etc need to be considered. (provider) 

· We do not believe CSCI should determine whether a tenancy is a sham.  Rather we believe tenants should be supported in exercising their rights and responsibilities as a tenant if they and their landlord have willingly entered into a tenancy agreement. (provider) 

· Our experience is that many people who have personal care needs want to live in supported housing and not in residential care. They prefer the rights associated with a tenancy, and the individual choice and independence associated with supported housing, including their entitlement to full welfare benefits. (Provider)

· We believe a simpler and better approach would be to use tenancy rights as the main basis to distinguish between supported housing and residential care, and to define a category of supported housing for which provision of care services will be monitored through CSCI visits on a similar basis to registered care, with scrutiny of housing-related support provided via the Supporting People programme. (Provider) 

Our response
The Court of Appeal judgement said that the existence of a tenancy agreement between the accommodation provider and the tenant is not conclusive in determining whether a care home exists. 

The tenancy agreement is part of the evidence we will look at in deciding if a person is living in their own home, for example does it give the person exclusive possession of part of the accommodation, and does it give them the right to deny entry to people.

This is not the only evidence we will consider, but it does help to build an overall picture. We need to test the detail and gather information, including asking the person who uses the service or their representatives, what their experience of the service is.

What we have done:

· added more information into the guidance for the tool on this subject

Theme 5. This policy and guidance does not focus on the person who uses the service and the best outcomes for them.

Comments
· The first question CSCI should be asking is what is in the best interests of the person- not what is the best way to interpret the legal framework. (provider) 

· The question that we consider needs to be asked here is whether the actual service to the people using the service would be improved by deeming the service to be a care home rather than part of a DC agency.  We would suggest that an insistence by CSCI (following the use of this Tool) that a service formerly registered as part of a DC agency be registered as a care home will of itself have a negative effect on the feeling of empowerment of the people we support, and that this negative effect should be carefully weighed against any perceived benefits to the person – and that this should be written into the guidance. (provider)

· Overall, the Guidance seems to imply a passive role for people receiving accommodation and care. It does not seem to empower them with their views and opinions. (Provider)

Our response
We believe that regulation should benefit people who use services and promote improvements in those services and we are committed to getting the views of people who use services about the experience they have. The guidance promotes using the views of people who use the service views when we are gathering information. These views are used with the other evidence and information gathered to form an overall judgement about the service. Following these comments from the consultation we have added further prompts into the tool to strengthen this position.

However, we do have a regulatory framework that we work in. What and how services are registered are detailed in that legislation. We have produced the guidance to provide clearer information to people who use services and those providing and commissioning them.

What we have done:

· gathered the responses to use in our future discussions with Department of Health on this topic.

· added further prompts into the tool about seeking the views of people who use services where it is an existing service 

Theme 6. The tool is not clear.

Comments

· The tool is very blunt and is not subtle enough to capture some of the more complex supported living situations now developing especially in shared living. (provider) 

Our response:

The person using the tool can consider all information available to them. The guidance provided is intended to prompt people’s thinking, and is not an exhaustive list.

What we have done:

· made alterations to the tool and to the guidance, to make it clearer.

Theme 7. We need clearer guidance on what is just co-operation between the care and accommodation provider and what constitutes integrated co-ordination.

Comments

· Effective supported housing should ensure that there is cooperation between the different care, housing and support providers as the tenant relies on all three services to sustain the tenancy and live independently. (provider) 

· There needs to be an element of coordination between the accommodation and the care providers when supporting someone with high support needs and I do not feel that this necessarily should determine that registration as a care home is required. (provider) 

· We agree that the degree of separation between provision of accommodation and provision of personal care is of crucial importance in determining whether such services are ‘provided together’. However, we hope that inspectors can appreciate the need for co-operation between all providers when reaching their judgments. (provider) 

Our response
If the person is living in their own home, then we do not need to explore the link between the two providers. This is an important factor only when you have evidence to show it is not their own home, i.e. they have no choice, they cannot turn people away from their accommodation. The definition of a care home is ‘provides accommodation together with nursing or personal care’.  

Communication and co-operation in the interests of the person using the service, and would be seen as good practice.

What we have done:

· Added to the guidance, to provide more information on this topic.

Other Comments  
· We welcome the Commission for Social Care Inspection’s (CSCI) decision to issue policy and guidance upon the need to register care services in ‘Care Homes and Supported Housing’. (provider) 
Next Steps
What will we do to ensure the tool and guidance is robust and effective?

A pilot ran from 1/10/07 to 15/11/07 to test the tool in real practice situations.

The aim of the pilot was to

· Assess its effectiveness in helping to make these judgments about care settings
· Gather any further suggestions for its development and improvement

The main messages from respondents were:

· Broadly, the methodology is positively received as a useful tool that systematically structures assessment practice and decision-making.

· Some respondents experience the tool as not clear enough at the margins; the CH / SP boundary can still be unclear and it remains possible to decide either way in some settings.

· Assessing the choices that people have can be difficult where capacity is a significant issue.

· The tool is perceived as weighted towards finding that settings are care homes, and is set square against the direction of current government policy and commissioner demands – providers will be caught in the middle.

· The establishment that is not a care home anomaly needs to be resolved.

The policy and guidance has been amended and refined in the light of the above comments, and will shortly be published on our professionals website http://www.csci.org.uk/professional. 
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		Name		Ref		TYPE		1		2		3		4		5		6

		Carol Ackroyd  Islington Housing and Adult Social Services		1		P		y		No response		y		No response		No response		A

		Alex Billeter - EAC		2		P		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Angela Catley - NAAPS		4		P		y		n		y		y		No response		no response

		Annette Bennett  - Adepta		6		P		y		y		y		n		No response		no response

		Bailey, Meryl		7		C		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Bill Mumford - Macintyre Charity		8		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		Cathleen Palmer		9		SU-Rep		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Chris Nsiah  Supported Housing (LD)		10		P		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Culshaw, Karen - janet Poulaine		12		C		y		n		y		y		y		C

		David Glover - United response		13		P		n		y		y		y		n		no response

		David McCarthy - CASA Support		14		P		n		n		y		y		y		A

		Diane Denham- ASL		15		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		Des Kelly - NCF		16		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		David Finney		17		C		y		n		y		y		n		B

		Sharon Carson - EATA		18		P		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Maurice Harker - Housing Options		19		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		James Churchill - ARCUK		20		P		y		y		y		No response		No response		B

		Alan Jefferson		21		C		y		y		y		y		y		C

		Jeremy porteus - CSIP		22		P		y		y		y		n		y		C

		Katrina Kushinga - Epilepsynse		23		P		Y		No response		y		No response		y		B

		Neil Taggart - Elizabeth FitzRoy Support		24		P		y		y		y		n		y		A

		O'Hagen, Gerald		25		C		n		n		y		y		y		B

		Guy page - x2		26		C		y		y		y		y		y		A

						P		y		y		y		n		y		B

		Jane Ray		27		C		y		n		y		y		y		no response		Comment '' I thought this was an excellent tool and guidance

		Sue Ramesden - Care Homes and supported Housing		28		P		n		y		y		n		n		A

		Toby Williamson  The mental health  Foundation		29		P		y		y		no response		No response		No response		no response

		Linda Robinson		30		C		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Jo Johnson		31		C		y		y		y		y		n		C

		Sandra Thomas - West Sussex County Council		32		P		n		y		y		y		y		A

		Sue Spurlock Houslow Housing and community services		34		P		y		No response		y		y		y		A
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insufficient file records
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		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				23		10		1		34

				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

		Percentage breakdown of the type of  people who responded		68%		29%		3%

		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				21		9		1		31

		Question 1		Yes		No		No response		Total		Breakdown of type people who responded yes to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services				Breakdown of type people who responded no to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				23		8		0		31				15		7		1						15		7		1

				P - 15, C - 7 , Surep - 1		P -7, C - 1

		Question 2		Yes		No		No response		Total				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				16		12		3		31				5		6		1

				P - 13, C - 3,		P - 5, C - 6, Su - 1		P - 3

		Question 3		Yes		No		No response

				30		0		1						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 20, C - 9, SU-1				P - 1						20		9		1

		Question 4		Yes		No		No response

				18		9		4						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 8, C - 9, SU rep - 1		P -9,		P - 4						9		0		0

		Question 5		Yes		No		No response						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				18		8		5						9		2		0

				P - 10, C - 7, SU Rep - 1		P - 6, C - 2		P - 5

		Question 6		a)		b)		C)		No response				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				11		7		6		7				9		2		0

				P - 9, C - 2,		P - 4, C - 3		P - 2, C -3, Su - 1		P - 6, C - 1
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		Name		Ref		TYPE		1		2		3		4		5		6

		Carol Ackroyd  Islington Housing and Adult Social Services		1		P		y		No response		y		No response		No response		A

		Alex Billeter - EAC		2		P		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Angela Catley - NAAPS		4		P		y		n		y		y		No response		no response

		Annette Bennett  - Adepta		6		P		y		y		y		n		No response		no response

		Bailey, Meryl		7		C		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Bill Mumford - Macintyre Charity		8		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		Cathleen Palmer		9		SU-Rep		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Chris Nsiah  Supported Housing (LD)		10		P		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Culshaw, Karen - janet Poulaine		12		C		y		n		y		y		y		C

		David Glover - United response		13		P		n		y		y		y		n		no response

		David McCarthy - CASA Support		14		P		n		n		y		y		y		A

		Diane Denham- ASL		15		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		Des Kelly - NCF		16		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		David Finney		17		C		y		n		y		y		n		B

		Sharon Carson - EATA		18		P		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Maurice Harker - Housing Options		19		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		James Churchill - ARCUK		20		P		y		y		y		No response		No response		B

		Alan Jefferson		21		C		y		y		y		y		y		C

		Jeremy porteus - CSIP		22		P		y		y		y		n		y		C

		Katrina Kushinga - Epilepsynse		23		P		Y		No response		y		No response		y		B

		Neil Taggart - Elizabeth FitzRoy Support		24		P		y		y		y		n		y		A

		O'Hagen, Gerald		25		C		n		n		y		y		y		B

		Guy page - x2		26		C		y		y		y		y		y		A

						P		y		y		y		n		y		B

		Jane Ray		27		C		y		n		y		y		y		no response		Comment '' I thought this was an excellent tool and guidance

		Sue Ramesden - Care Homes and supported Housing		28		P		n		y		y		n		n		A

		Toby Williamson  The mental health  Foundation		29		P		y		y		no response		No response		No response		no response

		Linda Robinson		30		C		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Jo Johnson		31		C		y		y		y		y		n		C

		Sandra Thomas - West Sussex County Council		32		P		n		y		y		y		y		A

		Sue Spurlock Houslow Housing and community services		34		P		y		No response		y		y		y		A
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		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				23		10		1		34

				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

		Percentage breakdown of the type of  people who responded		68%		29%		3%

		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				21		9		1		31

		Question 1		Yes		No		No response		Total		Breakdown of type people who responded yes to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services				Breakdown of type people who responded no to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				23		8		0		31				15		7		1						15		7		1

				P - 15, C - 7 , Surep - 1		P -7, C - 1

		Question 2		Yes		No		No response		Total				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				16		12		3		31				5		6		1

				P - 13, C - 3,		P - 5, C - 6, Su - 1		P - 3

		Question 3		Yes		No		No response

				30		0		1						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 20, C - 9, SU-1				P - 1						20		9		1

		Question 4		Yes		No		No response

				18		9		4						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 8, C - 9, SU rep - 1		P -9,		P - 4						9		0		0

		Question 5		Yes		No		No response						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				18		8		5						9		2		0

				P - 10, C - 7, SU Rep - 1		P - 6, C - 2		P - 5

		Question 6		a)		b)		C)		No response				Provider		CSCI		People who use services
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				P - 9, C - 2,		P - 4, C - 3		P - 2, C -3, Su - 1		P - 6, C - 1
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		Name		Ref		TYPE		1		2		3		4		5		6

		Carol Ackroyd  Islington Housing and Adult Social Services		1		P		y		No response		y		No response		No response		A

		Alex Billeter - EAC		2		P		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Angela Catley - NAAPS		4		P		y		n		y		y		No response		no response

		Annette Bennett  - Adepta		6		P		y		y		y		n		No response		no response

		Bailey, Meryl		7		C		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Bill Mumford - Macintyre Charity		8		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		Cathleen Palmer		9		SU-Rep		y		n		y		y		y		C

		Chris Nsiah  Supported Housing (LD)		10		P		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Culshaw, Karen - janet Poulaine		12		C		y		n		y		y		y		C

		David Glover - United response		13		P		n		y		y		y		n		no response

		David McCarthy - CASA Support		14		P		n		n		y		y		y		A

		Diane Denham- ASL		15		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		Des Kelly - NCF		16		P		y		y		y		n		n		A

		David Finney		17		C		y		n		y		y		n		B

		Sharon Carson - EATA		18		P		y		n		y		y		y		B

		Maurice Harker - Housing Options		19		P		n		y		y		n		n		no response

		James Churchill - ARCUK		20		P		y		y		y		No response		No response		B

		Alan Jefferson		21		C		y		y		y		y		y		C

		Jeremy porteus - CSIP		22		P		y		y		y		n		y		C

		Katrina Kushinga - Epilepsynse		23		P		Y		No response		y		No response		y		B

		Neil Taggart - Elizabeth FitzRoy Support		24		P		y		y		y		n		y		A

		O'Hagen, Gerald		25		C		n		n		y		y		y		B

		Guy page - x2		26		C		y		y		y		y		y		A

						P		y		y		y		n		y		B

		Jane Ray		27		C		y		n		y		y		y		no response		Comment '' I thought this was an excellent tool and guidance

		Sue Ramesden - Care Homes and supported Housing		28		P		n		y		y		n		n		A

		Toby Williamson  The mental health  Foundation		29		P		y		y		no response		No response		No response		no response

		Linda Robinson		30		C		y		n		y		y		y		A

		Jo Johnson		31		C		y		y		y		y		n		C

		Sandra Thomas - West Sussex County Council		32		P		n		y		y		y		y		A

		Sue Spurlock Houslow Housing and community services		34		P		y		No response		y		y		y		A
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		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				23		10		1		34

				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

		Percentage breakdown of the type of  people who responded		68%		29%		3%

		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				21		9		1		31

		Question 1		Yes		No		No response		Total		Breakdown of type people who responded yes to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services				Breakdown of type people who responded no to question 1		Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				23		8		0		31				15		7		1						15		7		1

				P - 15, C - 7 , Surep - 1		P -7, C - 1

		Question 2		Yes		No		No response		Total				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				16		12		3		31				5		6		1

				P - 13, C - 3,		P - 5, C - 6, Su - 1		P - 3

		Question 3		Yes		No		No response

				30		0		1						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 20, C - 9, SU-1				P - 1						20		9		1

		Question 4		Yes		No		No response

				18		9		4						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				P - 8, C - 9, SU rep - 1		P -9,		P - 4						9		0		0

		Question 5		Yes		No		No response						Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				18		8		5						9		2		0

				P - 10, C - 7, SU Rep - 1		P - 6, C - 2		P - 5

		Question 6		a)		b)		C)		No response				Provider		CSCI		People who use services

				11		7		6		7				6		1		0

				P - 9, C - 2,		P - 4, C - 3		P - 2, C -3, Su - 1		P - 6, C - 1
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		Name		Ref		TYPE		1		2		3		4		5		6

		Cathleen Palmer		9		SU-Rep		y		n		y		y		y		C
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		Number of respondents		Provider		CSCI		People who use services		Total

				23		10		1		34

				68%		29%		3%

		Responses to Questionairre		31

		Question 1		y		n		No response

				23		8

				P - 15, C - 7 , Surep - 1		P -7, C - 1

		Question 2		y		n		No response

				16		12		3

				P - 13, C - 3,		P - 5, C - 6, Su - 1		P - 3

		Question 3		y		n		No response

				30		0		1

				P - 20, C - 9, SU-1				P - 1

		Question 4		y		n		No response

				18		9		4

				P - 8, C - 9, SU rep - 1		P -9,		P - 4

		Question 5		y		n		No response

				18		8		5

				P - 10, C - 7, SU Rep - 1		P - 6, C - 2		P - 5

		Question 6		a)		b)		C)		No response

				11		7		6		7

				P - 9, C - 2,		P - 4, C - 3		P - 2, C -3, Su - 1		P - 6, C - 1
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