MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Mr Matthew Whitehead
fyi-request-6253-aa35df05@requests.fyi.org.nz

19 SEP 2017

Dear Mr Whitehead

On 21 July 2017 you emailed the Ministry requesting, under the Official Information
Act 1982, the following information:

o Was the Minister (or any other Government member) informed at any time
that emergency housing costs could reach $50million for this year?

o What figures, if any, did the ministry provide estimating the anticipated cost
of emergency housing, and when were they provided? Please include any
revised estimates.

On 1 July 2016, the Ministry introduced a non-recoverable Emergency Housing
Special Needs Grant (SNG). This grant has been made available to people who
cannot remain in their usual place of residence, if any, and do not have access to
other accommodation which is adequate for them or their family’s needs. Assistance
is generally granted for up to seven nights, but can be extended dependent on
individual circumstances. In most cases the grant does not need to be repaid.

When the proposal for the Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant was developed,
the Ministry had to estimate expenditure on the new SNG. Two sources of
information were used to develop the estimate of expenditure of $2 million per year.
These were:

e The number of individuals/ families who were on the Social Housing Register
with a current housing status defined as in ‘insecure housing’. The precise
number of households in this category generally fluctuates but it was between
800-950 households over the period during which MSD was developing its
estimates.

e The number of individuals/ families without habitable accommodation from
severe housing deprivation data (4,197 at the time of the 2013 Census).

As shown in the Ministry’s reporting over the past year, the demand for Emergency
Housing SNGs has been much higher than anticipated. The key here is that MSD has
a clear commitment to provide safe, secure and stable accommodation to vulnerable
New Zealanders. MSD will continue to utilise the SNG to meet those needs where
there is no alternative accommodation option.
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Further information regarding Emergency Housing SNGs can be found on the
Ministry’s website: www.workandincome.govt.nz/map/income-support/extra-help/
special-needs-grant/emergency-housing.html

I have interpreted your request “was the Minister (or any other Government
member) informed at any time that emergency housing costs could reach $50million
for this year?” to be for documents that informed the Minister (or any other
Government member) of any estimates relating to the cost of an Emergency Housing
Special Needs Grant. As such, please find enclosed the following six documents
which include information about the estimated cost of the Emergency Housing SNG:

1. ‘Emergency Housing — September Cabinet paper for Ministerial
Consultation’ dated 31 August 2015.

2. ‘A new emergency housing funding model’ dated 30 October 2015.

3. Cabinet Paper: 'Emergency Housing Cabinet paper’ dated 4 November
2015.

4. ‘Update on Emergency Housing’ dated 26 November 2015.
5. ‘Social Housing Budget Bid 2016’ dated 11 December 2015.

6. Aide memoire: ‘Overview of Emergency Housing Budget Bid" dated 11
March 2016.

Please note that for context, I have provided you with all the information in the
attached documents that pertains to the Emergency Housing SNG, you will note that
some information not relating to the Emergency Housing SNG is withheld, as it is out
of the scope of your request.

You will note that the names of some individuals are withheld under section 9(2)(a)
of the Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need to protect the
privacy of these individuals outweighs any public interest in this information.

Some information is also withheld under section 9(2)(j) of the Act to enable the
Ministry to carry on, without prejudice or disadvantage, negotiations (including
commercial and industrial negotiations). The greater public interest is in ensuring
that government agencies can continue to negotiate without prejudice.

Futhermore, the Ministry publishes the Social Housing Quarterly Report, which
contains expenditure on the Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant. The June 2017
report is avaliable here: www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-
work/work-programmes/social-housing/social-housing-quarterly-report-june-
2017.pdf. While the information in these reports is not an estimate or projection of
costs, it does track the expenditure on Emergency Housing SNGs.

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which you
made your request are:

e to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and
activities of the Government,

o to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and
administration of our laws and policies and

Page 2 of 3



o to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs.

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry therefore
intends to make the information contained in this letter and any attached documents
available to the wider public shortly. The Ministry will do this by publishing this letter
on the Ministry of Social Development’s website. Your personal details will be deleted
and the Ministry will not publish any information that would identify you as the
person who requested the information.

If you wish to discuss this response concerning funding of the Emergency Housing
Special Needs Grant with us, please feel free to contact OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz.

If you are not satisfied with this response regarding Emergency Housing Special
Needs Grants, you have the right to seek an investigation and review by the
Ombudsman. Information about how to make a complaint is available at
www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602.

Yours sincerely

Scott Gallacher
Deputy Chief Executive, Housing
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'{d f-‘é’ MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
4;3 HiME] DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Report

Date: 31 August 2015 Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE

To: Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Social Housing @) &
P >

Emergency Housing - September Cabl
Ministerial Consultation

Purpose of the report

1 This report seeks your agreement to commence Cons or feedback
on the attached Cabinet paper, More Emergen y or Ay o 2 . 5 New Emergency
Housing Funding Model -Nationally, due to be d| the i ay 16 September

Cabinet Social Policy Committee meeting

Executive summary

2 The draft Cabinet paper seeks:

« |Out of Scope Q </ V

s in- principl \meﬁt to ata-fomponents of a proposed new emergency
housin odel ¢ ther development work to be done ahead of
fundin &yn sougp\ udget 2016.

Qb@i
&
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Out of Scope

& &
S

§Wode/ ahead of

S : t the link with the
Social Development portfolio and to claxR 3 g"séeking in-principle
agreement only to the components{of th ed Xading model with further

Further work will be required on the individual
Budget 2016

11 Recent discussions with th i aform Feedback Group (HARFG) and
External Feedback Grou y ypport for the main components of the
proposed funding mo ‘ ortance of the wraparound support
services).

Recommen %ns %

It is reco en at yati,

1 i %e dra inét paper, More Emergency Housing for Auckland and a New

cy H6Qsi Unding Model Nationally, seeks agreement |Qut of Scope
=N\ | and in-principle agreement to

%&m@ents of a proposed new emergency housing funding model
c

mence Ministerial Consultation on the draft Cabinet paper

2 agr

Agree / Disagree
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3 note that MSD will provide you with a revised version of the paper incorporating any
feedback you may have on Monday 7 September 2015 for lodgement with the
Cabinet Office on Thursday 10 September 2015, and consideration at SOC on
Wednesday 16 September 2015.

&/L//; QL — ~\3

Anna Butler Date
General Manager
Housing, Income Support and Employment
Policy @ \

NN

%
>
10

Hon Paula Bennett
Minister for Social Housing @ @
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. Office of the Minister for Social Housing

Chair
Cabinet Social Policy Committee

MORE EMERGENCY HOUSING FOR AUCKLAND AND A NEW EMERGENCY
HOUSING FUNDING MODEL NATIONALLY

Proposal &
1 This paper reports on the Emergency Housing Funding Reyiew and geg ement, @
s d effe%

to Budget 2016 decisions, to a new funding model to cre us
emergency housing sector.

2 [Out of Scope @ ~ @ v

Executive summary <§
3 Emergency housing provides a vital safety ' . o€ oS

le people in our
Q, 512 their usual residence.
range of social services to get

Many people using emergency &
back on their feet. ;

ar and confusing and offer
ple are not able to access

Heed them. The situation is

ousing providers have virtually no

nt (MSD) is providing financiai assistance for

4  The current emerge
only limited supp
emergency housj
particularly acute’in
vacancies and the M
people in mg

al data suggests that people on benefit in
lifetime benefit costs (liability) than people on the
housing®. The social investment case is

geds to address acute housing need and help people to move
sing. The funding model proposed in this paper will help meet
ment’s Social Housing Reform Program by ensuring people who
access if, and ensuring people can move to housing

ross the housing continuum.

7 @ Minister for Social Housing | am responsible for emergency housing. This is the first
time there is a Minister directly responsible for emergency housing. However, much of the
support that vulnerable people in emergency housing need sits within other portfolios, in
particular the Social Development portfolio. | am therefore working closely with the Minister
for Social Development on the proposals outlined in this paper.

' Data based on the average liability for a cohort of people who were matched to Community Group Housing
properties that are used for emergency housing.
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8  There is an opportunity to create a cohesive funding system that works for people in heed of
emergency housing, emergency housing providers and the Government. These proposais
aim to provide clear pathways for people to transition from emergency housing to social
housing or, where appropriate, to independent affordable housing.

9 |Out of Scope
« new emetgency housing funding arrangeme

o contracts with selected emergency h
emergency housing places in areas
number of places available and cert
o anew Emergency Housing Special N&g
~ with emergency housing cos
contracted place E
o contracts to provide wrapal
into, and stay in, sustain
10
5 'h ' ' ‘ v‘
¢ 1 ' ters as jppropriate, as this design work progresses. | then -
s$& 15768k the new emergency housing funding arrangements in Budget
Hiter implémenting the new funding model in mid-2016.
Backgrou %
12 In 2014, as .pa‘rt of the Social Housing Reform Programme, Cabinet agreed to a

Version for Ministerial feedback

cash injection of $500,000 for emergency housing providers while a review of
cy housing (the review) was carried out [CAB Min (14) 39/23 refers].

e Phase One, between February and May 2015, was to gather information to understand the
current emergency housing funding landscape

« Phase Two, in June and July 2015, was to develop recommendations.




14 Within the housing continuum, emergency housing is short-term housing for individuals and
families who urgently need accommodation because they have nowhere to stay, or are
unable to stay in their usual residence.

15 Non-government organisations are at the frontline of providing support for people needing
emergency housing. The likes of the Salvation Army, Auckland City Mission and Monte
Cecilia provide a valuable service to people in need. Emergency housing providers receive
funding from numerous sources including government agencies, charitable institutions, trusts

and lotteries funding.

16 MSD is the lead government agency for emergency housing. The Depa 7 of Correctm&
and the M|n|stry of Health ensure the rlght support is available for specifie:

for accommodatlon funding for

housing.
] ., QANSE i
Funding fo . . Income support for users
accom i @g for services of emergency housng
. A ontracted social work )
Community arvices for families in Advance benefit payments fo
properties.used ergenq{ emergency housing meet cost of emergency
us)n/g \/ housing

ad for emergency housing, current government assistance
ig is split across the following portfolios:

‘assistance currently provided through Housing New Zealand-
ommunity Group Housing (CGH) properties being made available to emergency
hg'providers. Approximately 70 CGH properties are used by emergency housing

ers (mainly in Auckland and Wellington) with a further 80 CGH properties used by
men’s refuge providers. In the last 12 months, 10 emergency housing providers have
a

rted or renewed tenancies.

e The Minister for Social Development is responsible for the current contracts with 16
providers, worth approximately $1.3 million per year, to deliver social services for families
in emergency housing. These services provide advice, case management and support to
help low income, disadvantaged families with dependent children who need emergency
accommodation to transition them to stable housing.
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o The Minister for Social Development is also responsible for any financial assistance
provided via advance benefit payments for people reporting to Work and Income with
emergency housing needs. Currently,the way the data is recorded means it is not possible
to separate advance benefit payments for this purpose from other advance benefit

payments.

19  While government.funding for emergency housing falls into the three cétegories outlined
above, it is unclear exactly how much funding government provides for emergency housing.
There are weaknesses with the current fimding arrangeménts &
- with the nding@
%o clarity a
genc using

and not

20 Phase One of the review highlighted a number of weakness,
arrangements: ' :

» accountability — there is no clear definition of emg|
roles of different agencies, and no clear standarg

s openness and transparency — the funding,
well co-ordinated which creates uncertaint;
housing about available funding and ho!

» fairness — people needing emergency I
benefit payments) while others in social ho
expected to repay support (through Inggred
Accommodation Supplements|

e links with the rest of the ho
have a clear pathway to mor:

Sxample, in small rural towns) and for
isabilities, older people, youth and LGBTI)

gests that nationally up to 34,000 people experience severe
Juding approximately 5,000 people living on the street or in

59 people on the register in ‘insecure housing”?

@a rom the sc;z:lal housing register indicates that at the end of June 2015 there were
rowing need for services to address homelessness — survey respondents said there
Was an increasing need for services specifically focussed on homelessness.

2 Insecure housing relates to main applicants living in bus/house trucks, camp grounds, cars, emergency
housing, garages or who are rough sleeping.
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. MJM
i '

There are particular emergency housing pressures in Auckland

21 Anecdotal evidence has for some time pointed to growing pressure on emergency housing
places in Auckland. The emergency housing review, and the establishment of the Auckland
emergency housing database in particular, has begun to provide a clearer picture of this
issue:

e MSD has 99 places registered on its Auckland emergency housing database® but on 12
August 2015 there were only two vacancies

« since the beginning of June 2015, MSD has provided financial assistance{o at least 24
clients in Auckland to stay in motels with an average length of stay of 1

o atthe end of June 2015, 299 (45 percent) of the 659 people on the squi sing redist
living-in insecure housing were in Auckland e
% with em
res imBucklan

; Ej,t

« anecdotal information suggests that up to 90 clientgzp
housing needs across the 34 Work and Income s

22 While pressure on emergency housing is not re e issue is

significantly greater in Auckland. The issue,
affordability issues which mean moving i
may be in other areas.

23  In the longer-term, work to creatg:more sq
Auckiand housing supply in geng 5
However, in the short-term, | cons
is required. '

gmergency housing sector.
of emergency housing places

Out of Scope| V)

3 The Auckland emergency housing database was established in June 2015 and is intended to provide a
single view of emergency housing vacancies across Auckland for MSD frontline staff.
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Out of Scope

séfvices to ensure people can move on from emergency housing.

31 The outcomes from the proposed emergency housing funding model are that:

¢ People in need:
o get access to emergency housing when they need it
o receive the support and services they need to address health and social issues
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o have a pathway towards long-term housing so they can move up the housing
continuum.

o Providers are funded in a sustainable way so they can focus on improving outcomes for
the people they are working with.

Table 1: Key features of the proposed components of the new funding model

1. Contracts with selected providers to provide‘a set volume of emergency housing places
per year in particular areas. Contracts would cover two types of accommodation:
a@étg

« Aset number of places in short-term/transitional accommodatlon (contr payment r

be determined).
fject i
>

o Aset number of places in hostels/nightshelters (based ofs
meeting quality assurance standards. s
Upétért with

'@ : IQ, unable sa

emergency

emergency accommodation costs for up to
contracted place ¥

e The SNG would provide a non-refundall ¢
accommodation for people with no othe

from family to"family but they generally involve
anding the type of support that they need (for

ousmg, and:for providers delivering emergency housing. Once these proposals
ted:
o eople it crisis will be able to find the accommodation they need while they get back
elr feet

. fewer people in crisis will incur debt by having to use advance benefit payments or
recoverable assistance payments to cover the cost of emergency accommodation

« people will be supported not just while they are in emergency housing, but as they settle
into a new home, to increase their chances of sustaining their tenancy and reduce their
need for emergency housing again.
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33 Officials from MSD, the Ministry of Health, the Department of Corrections and Housing New
Zealand will also investigate the potential to build on existing cross-agency housing initiatives
to ensure clients known to government agencies such as released prisoners, patients being
discharged from hospital, and people presenting to Work and Income, are supported into
sustalnable housing sooner.

34 The Auckland Social Sector Leaders Group is looking to pilot a programme that prioritises
joint social sector action to support young people (17 — 24 years) in custody on remand. The
pilot will look at service improvements to the ways these at risk young people are supported

(by all agencies) before, during and after a period of remand (particularly in gituations wher
they are discharged without a custodial sentence). This will include ensurj at this gro

have access to appropriate housing.

Further work will be required on the individual compone fun

35 At this stage | am seeking in-principle agreement t fun model

only. Further work is needed to confirm the opera of the new
model and the implications the new funding e provided.
36 In particular, further work is required to uni ges that will
need to be made to the current support servi ) aexample, MSD
currently purchases support services for appr a from 16

ired for the support
ing the madelling work to
nt to contract for. The full
ill only become clear once this

places then it is possible that so
setrvices to go with these contra

37 ing impl . t9at Al changs to the current services will be

ages of 15-24 are also users of
y Ve good alignment with two of the priority

) rther Wk on the proposed wraparound support services
ykahy overlap or crossover with setvices that are already

38

an n the development of these two initiatives.

Su he new model will be closely monitored
(0]

39 From a social investment perspective, the proposed funding arrangements will enable MSD to
build a more robust understanding of the future liability of people in emergency housing. Once
the new arrangements are implemented, future social housing valuations will offer an
opportunity to understand, and measure, the impact they have.

40 As part of the Budget 2016 process, MSD will develop plans for how the proposed
components of the new funding model will be monitored and evaluated.
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Implications of proposed funding model for emergency accommodation for victims
or perpetrators of family violence

41 The implications of the proposed funding model on emergency accommodation for victims or
perpetrators of family violence also need to be considered. A review of emergency
accommodation services for victims of family violence is being undertaken as part of the
Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual Violence Work Programme. Costs for the
provision of emergency accommodation for victims of family violence include accommodation

and social support.

42 1 will work closely with the Minister for Social Development and Minister
there is alignment between the proposed emergency housing funding
review of emergency accommodation services for victims ofifamily vial
as part of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and 3l Vi

Consultation and sector engagement

43  Treasury, Housing New Zealand, the Minis
Ministry of Health, the Department of Corr
Education, the Department of Internal Affa
Affairs, and the Ministry of Women’s Affair
Department of Prime Minister a abinet

44  As part of Phase One of the reviél
seeking feedback about the currentiuns
this survey. The proposals in this :

MISD received 102 responses to
y.feedback from the survey as

e new- ing model will provide. | will be seeking
model, which may include operational funding, funding
in Budget 2016,

48

4 The Housing Assistance Reform Feedback Group and the External Focus Group.
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Out of Scope

Human rights implications

49 The propdsals in this paper are consistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 and
the Human Rights Act 1993. ,

Legislative implications

50 The proposals in this paper do not require any changes to primaty |
will however be required to the Special Needs Grant Programme ang
Assistance Programme to give effect to the proposed E '
Grant.

Regulatory impact and compliance cost state

51 A regulatory impact analysis is not requir

Gender implications

52 The proposals in this paper will’

Scopel 2"
_ O\ ,v time [ will announce the key findings of the emergency -

56 mmended that the Committee:
note that a review of the emergency housing funding arrangements has shown that the

current arrangements are unclear and confusing, and emergency housing providers on
the frontline are reporting increased pressure for their services, in particular in Auckland

2 note that there is a strong social investment case for investing in additional support and -
services for people in emergency housing

Version for Ministerial feedback 10




Out of Scope|

Proposed new funding model for emergency housing

9 agree in principle, subject to funding in Budget 2016, to a new emergency housing
funding model comprising three key components:

9.1 contracts with selected providers to provide a set number of emergency housing
places per year in areas of high demand

Version for Ministerial feedback 11
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9.2 anew Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant for people who need support with
emergency accommodation costs for up to seven days and are unable to access a
contracted place

9.3 wraparound support services to help people in emergency housing get back on
their feet to enter into, and stay in, sustainable housing placements

10 direct the Ministry of Social Development to report to the Minister for Social Housing and
Minister for Social Development on the development of the proposed hew Emergency
Housing Special Needs Grant and the proposed changes to existing sogial support
services for clients in emergency housing

11 note that the Ministry of Social Development will also work withat

to the services they need

Implications of proposed funding model on
family violence

12 note that the proposed funding model h Ik

currently being reviewed a&
Violence Work Programm

Publicity

13

note that the: ing 1C
i Sfsed fu g model for emergency housing

12




@ MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
telll DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Report

Date: 29 October 2015 Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE

To: Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Social Housing @ b

Hon Anne Tolley, Minister for Social Development/) N

\/ \¥4
A new emergency housing funding mo éf% \{V

Purpose of the report

1 This report seeks your agreement to some
the proposed emergency housing funding
places and the proposed Emergency Hou

o elements of
gemergency housing

Executive summary

2  Following our meeting with you o

ay 1 -“‘, he Ministry of Social
ed &g\:\ﬁ» operational parameters of

two of the components of t & sy\iousing funding model. This
report seeks your agreerp ini fecémmendations for the proposed
D

dsed Emergency Housing Special

Needs Grant.

3  The recommendati i sek ale reflected in a draft Emergency Housing
Cabinet paper @i z i

on the ass t youquia h the recommendations outlined in this paper.
4  Subject edback o& paper, the Ministry will provide a final version of the
Cabi dnesday 4 November. The office of the Minister for Social

oth the Minister for Social Housing and Minister for Social Development, while
hers seek the agreement of one Minister

Yes// No

Yes / No 2!
on Anne Tolley

Hon Paula Bennett

Bowen State Building, Bowen Street, PO Box 1556, Wellington — Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099




A new Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant

2 agree that the proposed Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant will provide
non-taxable, non-recoverable financial assistance to support vulnerable people with a
genuine emergency housing need for up to seven days

Agree / Disagree M@/ Disagree
ot A

Hon Paula Bennett nne Tolley
expected to make a contribution towards the cost of their accommod n, where thi
cost is above set limits @
Agree / Disagree gre
Hon Paula Bennett

4 agree that the set amounts for the Emergency Housig ecial Nee will vary
across household composition and accommodatlo d hat@ ry will

3 agree that clients accessing the Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant will be g

specify these set amounts in operational guidanc

/-
2 j.
5 agree that accessing the Emergen

towards a client’s hardship co 03, i
money will be considered a aSE j
Special Needs Grant E? @

Agree / Disagree @ Q Agree / Disagree
net

Agree / Disagree
Hon Paula Bennett

Hon Paula Ben nne Tolley

6 note that§ i r‘ Budget e Ministry will provide the Minister for Social
Developme ra Mmlsterlal rectlon for approval, setting out the parameters of

I Needs Grant under the delegated authority set out in

',

on Anne Tolley

¢ funding of contracted emergency housing places:

7.1 self-contained accommodation with private facilities — an annual subsidy based on
the average Income Related Rent Subsidy for similar properties in the same area

7.2 dormitory accommodation — a set fee per place per night

7.3 other accommodation (e.g. accommodation with private bedrooms but shared
facilities) - funded on a case-by-case basis by negotiation with providers

Agree / Disagree
Hon Paula Bennett

A new emergency housing funding mode! 2




8 note that the Ministry recommends that the proposed contracted places funding model
should apply to emergency accommodation for victims or perpetrators of family
violence and considers that this decision should made by the Minister of Justice and
Minister for Social Development in their roles as lead Ministers on the Ministerial Group
on Family Violence and Sexual Violence Work Programme

" “™Hon Anne Tolley
Budget 2016

9 note that the Ministry is developing a Budget 2016 bid for fundi
new Emergency Housing funding model and that this bid wil
funding, funding for IT changes and on-going monitoring a

Yes / No /| A No

Hon Paula Bennett
t ?‘ of Social Development will

lodged with Cabinet Office

A new Emergency Housing Funding Model

10 note that, subject to feedback on this
provide a final version of the attached\C

on Thursday 4 November aheadof consider
11 November @
ves / o @ ©
Hon Paula Bennet@
11 agree that a.co isp be forwarded to the Associate Minister for
Social Dev@ . a&
Agr %E/I/? ree V : "’?@ / Disagree
H u er@ LN or Anne Tolley
- \_.Afﬂ\@L 24 o fas

Date

on Anne Tolley

HoanauIa Bennett Date
Minister for Social Housing

AWMW 3100 5.

Hdn ;n ne'ToﬁIegQ/"‘_’ ' Date

Minidter for Sofjal Development
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Background

5 In line with the discussion at a meeting with the Minister for Social Housing and the
Minister for Social Development on 15 October, officials from the Ministry of Social
Development (the Ministry) have progressed work on the following two components
of the proposed emergency housing funding model:

o contracted emergency housing places
. a proposed Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant (SNG).

housing, will progress following the line-by-line review of the existing

6  The third component of the model, wraparound services for users of emergency g
0

Development at the conclusion of this review with recommeiigatigns for how thg
wraparound services component of the model should be

7  This report sets out the key decisions related to the cted emer housing

places and proposed SNG. A draft Emergency Housj et pape hed
which seeks in principle agreement to the contr rgenc sihg places and
proposed SNG, subject to Budget 2016 funding,

ra %

A new Emergency Housing Special

8  Currently people who have nowhere t need cial’assistance with the
cost of emergency housing are sup ugh eith dvance Benefit Payment
or a Recoverable Assistance Pay t. of assistance are

repayable. One consequence of thi difficult time, clients needing
emergency housing incur de ich can of

housing assistance (fo @ d Rent Subsidy (IRRS) and the
Accommodation Su Nppory which does not need to be repaid). In
addition, the curre an that there is no way to track how much

rovides towards emergency housing.

stry is proposing a new Emergency Housing SNG
to access a contracted emergency housing place

posed SNG will be a last resort. Work and Income will assess a

Stances in the period leading up to their request for emergency housing
e before the decision is made to grant this assistance. This will include
alternative options such as support from friends and family and assistance
other agencies before offering a SNG.

5
e,

13 The Ministry proposes that the SNG should be available for up to seven days. This
time period would allow for the person accessing the emergency accommodation to
stabilise their situation while a longer-term housing solution is found.

14 The Ministry is developing a proposed service response that will outline how people
will be supported in the immediate period after the SNG is granted. This will include
considering what support is required to ensure that clients move out of emergency
housing as soon as possible. During this seven day period, clients will be assessed for
other types of assistance that can support clients into more permanent housing

A new emergency housing funding model 4




solutions (for example, the Accommodation Supplement and Housing Support
Products).

Clients will be able to access the Special Needs Grants once every 12 months

15 The Ministry proposes that only one Grant for a seven day period may be paid to a
client within a 52 week period. It is expected that after clients access this assistance
once, they will be supported to access sustainable alternative accommodation, either
in the form of transitional housing, private rental or social housing.

There will be discretion around these parameters under Exceptional

Circumstances
16 As with other forms of Hardship Assistance, the Ministry proposes re will b&
discretion to extend the length of the SNG (i.e. over seven days)a ency@

access (i.e. more than once during a 12 month period) under gxcé
ed in %

Clients will be expected to make a contribution towards X

accommodation, where the costs are above set limj

17 As with other forms of accommeodation assistan g @ d to make a
contribution towards their emergency acco ase-Costs are above

set limits.

18 The maximum amount clients will be gss unde on-recoverable grant
(set limits) will be specified in operati ance. T pt limits are based on
ccom

accommodation costs for differengty én (i.e. hostels vs motels)

and family type (sole tenant, househealdy of tw eople, households of five or

more people). An indication ese tmits i <5 as Table 1,

Table 1. Indicative set l% @ e En}eﬁg\ using Special Needs Grant
Accommodation fsg@erso KK:/'}'WO - four person | Households of five
Type (ér\ household or more people

A B D

\%
up to }(‘% night
(\\>(7 pto$ per nig
e staf %;;rk with clients to secure the lowest cost for suitable
mo n

required to make a contribution and is unable to fund the
U hemselves, assistance will be available from the Ministry in the form of
amAdVance Benefit Payment or Recoverable Assistance Payment. Some clients may
€:| i:

up to $175 per night | up to $240 per night

¥

¥ some additional debt through this avenue but their situation will be a
arfsiderable improvement on the current situation, where they may be incurring debt
r the whole accommodation cost.

/) o

sing the Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant will not count towards a
client’s hardship count

21 The Ministry proposes that accessing this Special Needs Grant will not count towards
a client’s hardship count. This recognises the urgent need for accommodation that
these clients are facing and aligns with other similar forms of assistance that do not
form part of the hardship count (i.e. rural assistance payments, specific assistance
for victims of domestic violence). The need for any other hardship assistance (i.e.
bedding and food) would still count towards their hardship count.

22 The cohort of people likely to present with an emergency housing need are a diverse
group. While some may benefit from activities such as budgeting and extra support

A new emergency housing funding model 5




to help manage their money, others may not require this support (for example,
victims of family violence who may be relatively stable financially but require
assistance because of an unforeseen and unexpected event). As such, we do not
consider it appropriate to include the proposed SNG in the hardship count as a
blanket response.

23 As part of the service response, if budgeting assistance is required this will be
followed up on a case-by-case basis once the client has accessed the Emergency

Housing SNG.

Amendments to the Special Needs Grant Programme and the Recoverable
Assistance Programme will be required to give effect to the proposed Special
Needs Grant

24 Amendments to tertiary legislation will be required to implemen { The
Ministry will provide the Minister for Social Development with nts te
Special Needs Grant Programme and the Recoverable Assié& odramme

these changes, following Budget 2016.

Funding for contracted emergency housin es

25 Currently, the only financial support directly proyi erge 0 g providers
for accommodation costs is the funding that thos ] i '@ munity Group
Housing (CGH) properties owned by Housing v i igh (HNZC) can
access. @

o-delive cy housing do not
is accommodation. This
consistent with policies in

26 Providers who are using non-CGH prog
currently receive any assistance wit a Gost of d
places them under significant finaQsiahpyessure a
other areas of the housing system pro -&

27 The Ministry proposes to adtfess

his issue Ql
providers in areas of hi and for a qhyme of places per year.
lect 90 ders to provide a set volume of
t ye articular areas

The Ministry will contr.
emergency housing

28 A key objectiv ntra, funding model is to provide a simple,
transparengfun odel% certainty to providers about their expected
t eNvii

this, th ry proposes to base the funding for contracted

places on e of properties’that will be used to deliver emergency housing,
%&s that will use the accommodation. Contracting based on

gvide ¢ certainty to providers as funding will be more stable than
speeifit individuals using the accommodation. This approach also
Yjng can more accurately reflect the different costs associated
ent type of accommodation.

e

29 “Follo
pro %ffer emergency housing places in particular locations. As with the
%Ls urch and Auckland short-term housing response there will be two main
rt
fi

Shat accommodation will be contracted for:

o single people.

amilies (likely to be mainly sole parents with children)

30 Providers will be contracted and paid an annual subsidy to provide a set number of
emergency housing places per year.

31 Decisions about how many places to contract for and in which locations will be
informed by demand modelling work currently being developed by the Ministry. This
modelling will be used to inform decisions about the appropriate level of funding that
will be required in Budget 2016 to implement the new funding model.

A new emergency housing funding model 6




The subsidies available for providers will reflect the type of accommodation they
are providing

32 The Ministry considers that the best balance between a simple funding model and one
that reflects the costs of providing different types of emergency housing is met by
the following funding structure:

o self-contained accommodation with private facilities — ah annual subsidy based
on the average IRRS for similar properties in the same area

o dormitory accommodation - a set fee per place per night

o other accommodation (for example, accommodation with pr drooms
shared facilities) - funded on a case-by-case basis by i
provider.
33 The diagram below sets out how these contracts woy ork for em housing

providers. s
_ _ -

Self-contained accommodation for families

« Provider A in Auckiand has four three-bedroom praperties available for emergency
housing .
« The average IRRS for three-bedraom properties in Auckland is $15,184 per year.

« For their four proporties Provider A wouldireceive $60,736 to house 16 families per year §

(four families at any cne iime for up io three mariths at a time)

Dormitory accommodation for singles

» Providar 5 in Tauranga has a 10 bed dormitory available to be used by single men for
temporary accominodation

« Ffgim this provider, M3D expects to contract for 5 beds to be used for temporary
accommodation for cilents with an emergency housing need

« For 5bed nights at any one time, at'a cost of $15 per night, MSD would contract with
this provider for $27,375 per year.

Other accommodation
s Provider C in Christchurch has a five-bedroom house with private bedrooms and shared
kitchen, bathroom and laundry facilities suitable for singles
1 The average IRRS for a five-bedroom property in Canterbury is $19,553 per year
« MSD would-negotiate with the provider to agree a suitable rate for the praperty. These

negotiations are likely to use the average [RRS for comparable properties as a starting
point with adjustments to reflect the shared facilities.

jons of the proposed funding model for accommodation for victims of
violence will need to be considered

34 The implications of the proposed funding model on emergency accommodation for
victims or perpetrators of family violence also need to be considered. A review of
emergency accommodation services for victims and perpetrators of family violence is
being undertaken as part of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual
Violence Work Programme. Costs for the provision of emergency accommodation for
victims and perpetrators of family violence include accommodation and social
support.

35 The Ministry recommends that the proposed contracted places funding model should
apply to emergency accommodation for victims or perpetrators of family violence but
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that this decision should be made by the relevant Ministers leading the family
violence work (the Minister of Justice and Minister for Social Development).

Budget 2016 Bid

36 The Ministry is currently preparing a Budget 2016 bid for the new emergency housing
funding model. The bid will include funding for the contracted places and the SNG,
operational funding and IT costs to implement the new SNG.

Next steps

37 Subject to feedback on this paper, the Ministry will provide a final version of the
attached draft Cabinet paper to the Minister for Social Housing on Wednesday 4
November. The final version of the paper will need to be lodged wit Cabinet

Office by 10am Thursday 5 November for consideration by the Sgsl j
Committee on Wednesday 11 November.

38 The Ministry will continue to develop the Budget 2016 bid b inisters 0
bid progresses.
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Chair
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A NEW EMERGENCY HOUSING FUNDING MODEL

agreement, subject to Budget 2016 decisions, to a new funding mod mor

_sustainable and effective emergency housing sector. \/E @
%st vulnerable

d some o
g anervices they

Proposal &
1  This paper reports on the Emergency Housing Funding Review (the R '@seek@
t a

Executive summary

2  The emergency housing sector is under increasing pr
New Zealanders are not able to access the emergen

é@@@

need when they most need them. <§

3  There is currently very little government sup i e co ascommodation for
emergency housing. Providers are under ¢ ressure ide services and
accommodation with some at risk of collap posals I§ paper will mean that for the

first time, government will contract direc ith emer sing providers to support them

with the costs of delivering emerge housing. acts will provide certainty to
providers around their funding and mak

ore sustainable.
4 A short-term housing respox $ implemented earlier this year and in

Ghristc
September 2015 Cabing 0a short-term emergency housing response for
afives pro uable short-term support, further changes are
temi ses identified in the recent review of funding

4

Auckiand. While these In

necessary to address the sy
arrangements fetemefgericy hd%
5 lam proposin%@ emergency housing funding model that has been developed in
tharwi e sect%seeking in principle agreement, subject to Budget 2016
t follo wo~components of the model:
adyemergency housing providers for an annual number of emergency

s of high demand so there are a guaranteed number of places
ders have greater certainty of income

consuilt
decisi

cy Housing Special Needs Grant (SNG) for people who need support with
e y housing costs for up to seven days and are unabie to access a contracted

6 component of the model, contracts for wraparound services for people in emergency
Wusing, will progress separately and be led by the Minister for Social Development and
Associate Minister for Social Development. While there is a clear need for wraparound

support for people in emergency housing, more work needs to be done to ensure that the
proposed services complement rather than duplicate existing services aiready provided.

7  Proposals in this paper will provide much needed support to some of the most vulnerable
New Zealanders and build on work currently underway to create an effective and efficient
housing continuum. The Ministry of Social Development (MSD) will work with clients in
emergency housing to create better flow through the system by utilising existing products and
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1"

12

13

services like the Housing Support Products and the Accommodation Supplement. Work
underway to create more social housing places, particularly in Auckland, will also support this
flow.

As the Minister for Social Housing | am responsible for emergency housing. This is the first
time there is a Minister directly responsible for emergency housing. However, much of the
support that vulnerable people in emergency housing need sits within other portfolios, in
particular the Social Development portfolio. | am therefore working closely with the Minister
for Social Development and propose to direct MSD to report to me, the Minister for Social
Development and other Ministers as appropriate, as implementation plans far the new fund
model progress. @

| propose to seek funding for the new arrangements in Budget 2016 ,.wi tentlon
implementing the new model in September 2016. While detailed ill bel
developed, indications are that the new funding model will cost n of $5

per year.

These proposals fit well with a social investment approash:

eral community.
ousing need will also

health costs and contact with the criminal j
Providing more support to vulnerable fa i
support better outcomes for children i

Two of the priority groups identifi part of the

(0-5 year olds and 15-24 year well- d in the cohorts of people who use
emergency housing. | consj ere is ocial investment case for investing in
extra support for the em usin part of the Budget 2016 process a cost
benefit analysis is beln ed tg fy e likely benefits that the proposed investment
will deliver.

The proposal is\p per rep significant increase in support for emergency housing
providers an re more su rt is there for people in crisis when they most need it.

estment approach for Budget 2016

These prpposa also re certainty to providers so they can focus on helping
improy WG the most vulnerable New Zealanders. MSD will continue to
wor ith § ousing providers and the sector to ensure the proposals are fit

he proposed new emergency housing funding model once Budget
dec:|310 made

Backgr ‘
14 e ber 2014, as part of the Social Housing Reform Programme, Cabinet agreed to a

cash injection of $500,000 for emergency housing providers while a review of
emergency housing (the review) was carried out [CAB Min (14) 39/23 refers].

! Data based on the average liability for a cohort of people who were matched to Community Group Housing
properties that are used for emergency housing.




15 The review had two phases:

» Phase One, between February and May 2015, was to gather information to understand the
current emergency housing funding landscape

» Phase Two, in June and July 2015, was to develop recommendations.
16 In September 2015 Cabinet agreed to a $2 million short-term emergency housing response

for Auckland to respond to the growing pressure on emergency housing places in Auckland
[CAB Min (15) 00/85 refers]. The $2 million will be available for contributions towards the

capital cost of refurbishing existing properties or new builds if required, as well as for ongoi
operational costs (for accommodation and providing wraparound support ices).

17 Within the housing continuum, emergency housing is short-term hoysin dividuals\an
families who urgently need accommodation because they have n to-stay, of are
unable to stay in their usual residence.

18 Non-government organisations (NGOs) are at the frontlin viding su people
needing emergency housing. The likes of the Salvation A kland-Gi s on and
Monte Cecilia provide a valuable service to people infiegt: :

receive funding from numerous sources including g
institutions, trusts and lotteries funding.

19 MSD is the lead government agency for e i partment of Corrections
and the Ministry of Health ensure the rig aitable terspecific cohorts of people
(for example, released prisoners). Ho AP ation (HNZC) plays a role

through Community Group Housing wowation for a range of emergency

le, Women'’s Refuges). However,

iotke pyerall
The emergency housing s der pressure
Funding for emergen is disj S
20 Government @‘ pport fo% ency housing can be divided into three areas: funding

for accommo ndi& for services and income support for those who need emergency

housin V
; S Government fundin
O %/ @ J

for emergency
housing

&4 .

e unmng for
mmodation

Community Group Housing
rties used for emergency
housing

Funding for services

MSD contracted social work
services for families in
emergency housing

LN

Income support for users
of emergency housng

Advance benefit payments to
meet cost of emergency
housing

21 While | have the overall policy lead for emergency housing, much of the current government
assistance for emergency housing sits within the Social Development portfolio (for example,

? Intended to be for no more than 3 months.




the current contracts with 16 providers, worth approximately $1.3 million per year, to deliver
social services for families in emergency housing). | am therefore working closely with the
Minister for Social Development on this work.

22 While government funding for emergency housing falls into the three categories outlined
.above, it is unclear exactly how much funding government provides for emergency housing.

There are weaknesses with the current funding arrangements

23 Phase One of the review highlighted a number of weaknesses with the currént funding
arrangements:
Y

» accountability — there is no clear definition of emergency housi abouf\the

roles of different agencies, and no clear standards for emerge osing

« openness and transparency — the funding arrangements 4 lear, agzhoc and not
well co-ordinated which creates uncertainty for provider; people ng emergency
housing 5

+ fairness — people needing emergency housing ar to re@p rt (advance

benefit payments) while others in social housing-e vate et are not
expected to repay support (through Income— nt Subsld RS) or
Accommodation Supplement (AS))

e links with the rest of the housing s ople i cy housing do not always
have a clear pathway to more sustaina sing a ay stay longer than expected in
emergency housing because of a la itable e housing or because they have
complex issues that require mere :

funding instead of deliverin i i
e gaps in provision (for example, in small rural towns) and for

particular coho
o lack of go data —% kland emergency housing database is helping to

increase o standing of the’demand for, and supply of, emergency housing, but the

data igstill patgHy: V
o Msus datasuggests that nationally up to 34,000 people experience severe
g degriyvatigri thcluding approximately 5,000 people living on the street or in
O I

i |i d>mabile’ dwellings and approximately 700 people in emergency

o d é social housing register indicates that at the end of June 2015 there were

eople on the register in ‘insecure housing™

. ing need for services to address homelessness — survey respondents said there
@ increasing need for services specifically focussed on homelessness.

24 weaknesses are putting increasing strain on the emergency housing sector and mean

that vulnerable New Zealanders are not getting the support they need to get back on their
feet.

% Insecure housing relates to main applicants living in bus/house trucks, camp grounds, cars, emergency
housing, garages or who are rough sleeping.




While the highest demand for emergency housing is in Auckland, there is also pressure in
other areas

25 While it is clear that the demand for emergency housing is greatest in Auckland, the
indications are that there is also demand for emergency housing across the country in other
towns and cities;

» atthe end of September 2015, there were 558 main applicants on the social housing
register living in insecure housing* (although 236 of these or 42 percent were in Auckland

o other organisations, such as the Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB), are a orting
significant increases in the number of enqumes they are recelvmg genc
housing - the CAB reported 100 percent increase in the number about
emergency housing between 2010 and 2015 (the CAB has re 0,800 eng

about emergency housing over the last five years)

o feedback from the emergency housing provider survey; drried out in P
also suggested that there was demand for emergene$ hausing outsid
Christchurch

¢ anecdotal feedback from frontline Work and_If
there is ongoing demand for emergency housi

26 In the longer-term, work to create more.s sing plate _' dto make the social housing
system more efficient at matching peopleo ayailable Plasds
[

il ease pressure on the
emergency housing sector. Howeye
emergency housing provision tQfp

itis y tha & | always need to be some level of
he need - ¢ responding to unexpected life

events.

A new national funding em ousing is needed

27 | propose to estabiish-an undi o provide better support to the most vulnerable
people who need emergehcy h ; outcomes from the proposed emergency housing
funding mod hs x

e Peoplein ne
o %s to e housmg when they need it
e the and services they need to address health and social issues
O

ave a t owards long-term housing so they can move up the housing

. Prov %unded in a sustainable way so they can focus on improving outcomes for
they are working with.

Peop equire emergency housing are among our most vulnerable
imary target group for the emergency housing funding model will be those living on the
street, in improvised or mobile dwellings (according to the 2006 Census data there were

approximately 5,000 people in this category of severe housing deprivation) or on the social
housing register and classified as living in insecure housing in the following categories:

o living in a car (57 at end June 2015)

* This includes people on the social housing register who are homeless and living in a public place, people
living in cars or tents, people in homeless shelters, people living in caravans, people in emergency housing
and people who are currently in prison or hospitals.




o living in a garage (150 at end June 2015)
o sleeping rough (153 at end June 2015).
29 People in other housing situations who, if they were not able to access emergency housing,
would end up in one of the situations above (e.g. sleeping rough, in a car, or in a garage) will
also be eligible for support through the new funding model. An example of someone in this

situation is somebody who may have an adequate house but is unable to stay there because
of family violence.

30 Anyone presenting to MSD or to a contracted emergency housing provider, rectly for
emergency housing will need to demonstrate that their emergency housi is real

example, that they have no other options like staying with family or frie at th
current living situation is not sustainable).
, 10 twag

31 | am seeking in principle agreement, subject to Budget 2016 de@
the proposed funding model which are set out in Table 1.

Table 1: Key features of the proposed components of % undlnm

. Provnders will be contracted and paid an an idy to s a\sét number of
emergency housing places per year.
- 3 ig iaiehdotati . ,

comp ents of

e Decisions about how many places to ¢
by demand modelling work currently bein
be used to inform decisions abou
Budget 2016 to implement the

e Following Budget 2016 MS
emergency housing places]
short-term housing resp
contracted for:

o families (IH@ alnlys ts with children)
o smgle

. Fund ro |d elve w1ll be linked to the type of property they are using:
@ ntain odatlon with private facilities (e.g. standalone houses or units)
ovid unded based on the annual IRRS average for a similar property.
For e ghip provider offering a 2-bedroom property for emergency housing in
Au ould receive approximately $13,624 per year ($262 per week (the
a RRS for a 2-bedroom property in Auckland) x 52)

ltory accommodation — places would be contracted on a set fee per place per
- for example, $15 per place per night.

o other accommodation — where providers offer shared accommodation (e.g. a house
with a number of private bedrooms but shared facilities like bathrooms, kitchen,
lounge) then the appropriate level of funding will be considered on a case-by-case
basis. This follows the approach currently taken with social housing providers offering
shared accommodation models.




People staying in contracted places would be expected to contribute towards the cost of

their accommodation but would pay no more than 25% of their income in rent.

gency/Housing Special Needs Grant{(SNG) fof clients who need support
cy accommodation ‘costs for up:to seven:days and-are unable to access -

o in areas where MSD does not contract any emergency housing places (for example,
;&

o if all contracted places are full in an area where MSD does contr, @ergeféy
%

The SNG will be available nationally to be used:

in rural areas where there may not be enough demand for emergency houasing to
require contracted places)

housing places. b

The SNG will provide a non-refundable contribution towards

nce Payment
chose to meet this

harit
%- to extend this period only

(the client contribution could also be met
cost).

The SNG will be available for up to seven with d
if there are exceptional circumstaptes,
Clients would only be able to g =
circumstances exist.
The level of assistance roug, ill vary based on the characteristics
of the people presentin mple es with several children will be eligible for

€

more assistance thaﬁ@ng\ ople-as-they\may require more than one bedroom).

Clients will be expected to contribute fo the cost of acs
above a set level. If the client is unable to meetdhg % ributiof/thej
come from an Advance Benefit Payment or f] =Y vera

progress separate

~ v ST
A third component g/@@ﬁ/l, wraé@ services for clients in emergency housing will

32

33

34

A thir Wl COrg he funding model is wraparound services for clients in
eme usin toem get back on their feet and into sustainable housing.
TR me % s already provided in this area and further work is required to ensure
an chang@ tions complement rather than duplicate existing services already
provided.

ThrougiNts' £ommunity Investment arm, MSD funds 16 providers from across New Zealand
» ial work services for approximately 700 at-risk families in emergency housing

thrée months). There is also wide variation in the levels of funding that providers receive for
each family they support. There is litile information currently available about the outcomes
achieved by these services.

These services are due to be reviewed as part of the implementation of the Community
Investment Strategy being led by MSD. A line-by-line review of these services in early 2016
will provide more information on the effectiveness of the current services. MSD will also




35

36

37

MSD will have a comprehensive service response to

38

39

40

41

investigate the possibility of trialling revised contracting arrangements with one or two of the
providers already contracted to deliver these services.

Further work is also required to understand the link between the proposed wraparound
services and other services for vulnerable groups such as Whéanau Ora and transitional
services to help released prisoners reintegrate ‘into community. This will include consideration
of any overlap or crossover with services that are already provided for similar population
groups.

| consider that access to wraparound services to help people in emergency housing get bac

on their feet and move into more sustainable housing is a very important nt of the &
proposed funding model. | am conscious, however, of the need to get g erst g

of how effective the current services are before any changes are made rther @

is committed.

These services are delivered through the Social Development p@ | theregfore pigpose
that MSD report to the Minister for Social Development angd’/Associate Minj Social
Development on this work as it progresses. ;

el

G veU%
lear g@g frontline staff about

sentation at frontline
ed for those referred to

MSD is developing a service response that wil
how emergency housing enquiries should ben
Work and Income offices through to the f
emergency housing.

The service response will ensure hereis a national approach to those people
presenting to Work and Incom emerg ging need. A key element of this
response will be ensuring t 0 eferrgdto gency housing are supported to find a
more sustainable housin nd dok ain in emergency housing any longer than
is necessary. This will i ing p imemergency housing to existing products such
nd th modation Supplement that can help them move

as Housing Support Pr
out of emergency hg
However, | d& ot prapbse that W hd Income should become the ‘gateway’ to the

ysteem, Work and Income will remain an important part of the system
that offi DO for Ir{g@eople but | do not believe that it should be the only route

into 3 housi d | propose that, as at present, emergency housing providers
3 e to t&Re rgterrals from other sources (for example, from other NGOs, from

| cohsider, % ency housing providers are best placed to determine the most
vulnera in need of support. Providers will be expected to demonstrate, however,
that e assessment criteria in place to ensure that only those with a genuine
em Cy Mousing need are offered access to a contracted place. Checks and balances in
HeJo f monitoring and auditing processes will also provide assurance that contracted
é'@ :} rs are responding to those with a genuine emergency housing need. A process will
also-Be developed to ensure that, in those areas where the Ministry contracts for emergency
housing places, Work and Income has priority access to these places for people who present
to Work and Income with a genuine emergency housing need. People requiring support from
the new SNG will still be required to present to Work and Income for access to this
assistance.




The new model fits well with a social investment approach and will be closely monitored

42 The proposed funding model fits well with a social investment approach. Initial data already
suggests that people on benefit in emergency housing have higher future lifetime benefit
costs (liability) than people on the same benefits that are not in emergency housing. Once the
proposed funding arrangements are in place, MSD will be able to build a more robust
understanding of the particular characteristics of those people presenting with an emergency
housing need and their future liability. The proposed SNG will provide the ability, for the first
time, for government to clearly track the demand for emergency housing. As part of the

Budget 2016 process, MSD will develop plans for how the proposed components of the ne
funding model will be monitored and evaluated. @

43  While the cohort of people who use emergency housing is varied, singl s with @

aged 0-5 form a large part of this group. Young people between t 5-24<are-a

users of emergency housing. As such these proposals have go@ nt with t
priority groups identified through the social investment work far Bu 2016 <Qpce
implemented, the proposed SNG will provide further infori bout th s accessing

this support from the priority groups.

44 These proposals will greatly increase the support av r vul @ople in
emergency housing, and for providers delivering :-.@- ency housihg\Once these proposals
are implemented:

e more people in crisis will be able to fin modgati need while they get back
on their feet

e fewer people in crisis will incur debt b ce benefit payments or
recoverable assistance paym cover th v ergency accommodation.

45 As part of the Budget 2016 sd&cost
likely benefits that the pr ivestment

Implementation %

46 Subject to funding.in\Bgdget 20 pose that the new funding model should be
: implemented ber 2016. will allow time for the procurement process that will be
required {o.seek viderWer the contracted emergency housing places following

Budge
47 Asthe se fEmergency housing places is intended to complement the
.@u— pla Se that the new SNG should be implemented in September 2016
G SI

1

tracted places coming onstream.

Implicati
or perpe¢

48 p ications of the proposed funding model on emergency accommodation for victims or
e 91’ rators of family violence also need to be considered. Currently emergency
accommodation is provided mainly for victims, and there is less provision for perpetrators. A
review of emergency accommodation services for victims and perpetrators of family violence
is being undertaken as part of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual Violence
Work Programme. This review is considering the support needs of both victims and
perpetrators.

49 1 consider that the decision about whether the proposed contracted places funding model
should apply to emergency accommodation for victims or perpetrators of family violence




should be made by the Minister for Social Development in discussion with the other members
of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual Violence. Subject to this decision, the
proposed Budget bid will then include funding for contracted places for victims or perpetrators
of family violence as well as for other cohorts requiring emergency housing.

Consultation and sector engagement

50 Treasury, HNZC the Ministry of Business (MBIE), Innovation and Employment, the Ministry of
Health, the Department of Corrections, the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of Education, the

Department of Internal Affairs, Te Puni Kokiri, the Ministry of Pacific Island Affairs, and the
Ministry of Women’s Affairs have been consulted on this paper. The De nf of Pri
Minister and Cabinet has been informed. @

51 As part of Phase One of the review, MSD ran a survey of emerg&% sing pro
seeking feedback about the current funding arrangements. MS ived 102 respynges to
this survey. The proposals in this paper have been shaped pyfeedback from survey as
well as discussions with various sector groups, including ps®

convened by MSD and the Auckland network of emem@
Financial implications &
ional ongoing funding. |
al, may include operational
i Bidget 2016. While further work

rrent indications are that the

ing refe u

52 The proposed funding model for emergenc

will be seeking funding for the implementstiQn e v
funding, funding for IT changes and o i

is needed to refine the cost of the propo nding

cost is likely to be in the region gf$5:%10 millio
fund the contracted emergen @ g plac
gre @osed CGH funding transfer covered in the

orS ousing]

53 As part of the Budgde 2018 proce proposing that the subsidies currently paid to
HNZC to top u et paid b ers using Community Group Housing properties for
emergency heusing,should be trangfetred to MSD to be used as part of the broader funding

pool for cintrac Emergency housing places. This proposal will simplify the funding

arrang sing.
Hum %mp'
54 Thwpropo i

the Hu i Act 1993.
Legisla@m ications
(o

oposals in this paper do not require any changes to primary legislation. Amendments
Vil hOwever be required to the Special Needs Grants and Recoverable Assistance welfare
programmes, setting out the parameters of the Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant and
related matters under the delegated authority in the Social Security Act 1964. An amendment
will also be required to the Social Security (Advance Payment of Benefit) Regulations 2010.

*The Housing Assistance Reform Feedback Group and the External Focus Group.
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Regulatory impact and compliance cost statement

56 A regulatory impact analysis is not required, as no regulatory changes are proposed.

Gender implications

57 The proposals in this paper will have a positive impact on women, particularly sole parents
and their dependants, as they are one of the cohorts most in need of emergency housing.

Disability perspective

58 The proposal may impact positively on people with disabilities who r@@ﬁerm @

accommodation and wraparound support. 3

Pubilicity @

59 | propose to announce the proposed new emergency ing ce Budget
decisions have been made. | also propose that MSD 0 eng emergency

housing providers on the detailed development of ed nﬁkn odel.

Recommendations

60 ltis recommended that the Committee@ ;;
1 note that a review of the emefgency housi ingarrangements has shown that the
current arrangements are. r and e ty-Housing providers on the frontline are
O i .

reporting increased pr eir

2 note that there is case for investing in additional support and

services for pegpl ergen

ing
del f éhcy housing

3 agreeinp e, subject to Budget 2016 decisions, to two components of a new
ing fundi odel:

ousi
tracts wit cted providers to deliver a set number of emergency housing
r in areas of high demand

.2 rgency Housing Special Needs Grant for people who need support with
ncy accommodation costs for up to seven days and are unable to access a
ntracted place

Wraparound support services

5  note that the need for wraparound support services for people in emergency housing is
the third component of the funding model and is an important part of an effective system
of support for people in emergency housing

11




6  note that further work is required to get a better understanding of the effectiveness of
current support services for people in emergency housing already contracted by the
Ministry of Social Development, and the link between these proposed wraparound
services and other services for vulnerable groups

7 direct the Ministry of Social Development to report to the Minister for Social
Development and Associate Minister for Social Development on the effectiveness of the
existing services once the line-by-line review of the existing services, proposed as part of
the implementation of the Community Investment Strategy, is completed

Financial implications &
ding

de

8  note that while further work is needed to refine the cost of the pro i @
current indications are that the cost will be in the region of $5. per yes
Publicity ‘t

|
8  note that the Minister for Social Housing will annou oposed
emergency housing once Budget decisions have e

model for
10 authorise the Minister for Social Housing t nic operational
changes required to implement the propog fed in dation three, in

keeping with the overall policy aims of repasals, i sultation with the Minister for

Social Development, and other Mini@
Hon Paula Bennett
Minister for Social Housing @ @

12




L0 2 MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
HaWli DEVELOPMENT

Y TE MANATU. WHAKAHIATO ORA

Report

Date: 4 November 2015 Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE

SN (
- - N
Emergency Housing Cabinet paper @

Purpose of the report
1 This report provides a summary of the changes ergengy-Hou Cabinet

paper based on feedback received. A final versi Cabjre %- is attached for
your signature and for your office to lodge wi t Offi 5 Movember,

Executive summary
2 Following a meeting with you and th for Secial\Bevelopment on Thursday
15 October, the Ministry of Social Re has drafted an Emergency

To: Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Social Housing

4

Housing Cabinet paper.

ow'your feedback on that report,
ment and feedback from departmental
nts to the draft Cabinet paper. The key

<b%‘%een as a pre-commitment against Budget 2016
e new funding model should be announced once

e ade

proposals to be includee
feedback from the Mini

has been updated to reflect feedback from the Minister
s office that the proposed funding model should apply to
violence as well as to victims of family violence

mmary which also notes that a cost benefit analysis will be

%t and improved outcomes for children has been added to the
ped as part of the Budget 2016 process

2 has been updated to:

clarify that people staying in contracted places would be expected to
contribute towards the cost of their accommodation but would pay no
more than 25% of thelir income in rent

o note that the client contribution to the SNG could be met by an NGO or
charity

* A number of other minor changes have also been made to clarify particular
aspects of the policy intent of the paper.

4 We understand that you would like to discuss the proposed Community Group
Housing funding transfer that was recommended in a joint MBIE/MSD paper provided
to you on Thursday 29 October. This issue is on the agenda for your meeting with

Bowen State Building, Bowen Street, PO Box 1556, Wellington — Telephone 04-916 3300 ~ Facsimile 04-918 0099




1

officials on Thursday 5 November. The proposed funding transfer is currently included
~ in the attached Cabinet paper.

In your feedback on the 29 October paper, you asked whether the proposed
Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant (SNG) could be available for two separate
three and a half day periods a year rather than a single seven day period. While it
would be possible to implement the SNG in this way we do not recommend it for the
following reasons:

s the 7 day limit is not an entitlement to be spread across a certain time period but
is an operational limit intended to focus efforts on finding more sustainable
accommodation

 while the intention is that people will only be able to access the nce a ye
there will be discretion to cater for exceptional circumstances indiv, |
or family has a genuine need to access the SNG more thanange W e'year .
» administering the SNG as an entitlement of two separa r nd a hal ¥a
periods a year would be more complex and costly to a ter operationally.

The Minister for Social Development has approved t osals in
submitted on 29 October and has provided no furthe
paper.

We recommend that you sign the attached papereaeCAB~288 50yout office can
lodge it with Cabinet Office for consideratioR @ainet dcial Polisy Committee on
11 November., §§

Recommended actions @
It is recommended that you:
note that a number of chang e been e draft Emergency Housing

Cabinet paper to reflect f

rom yed arngkthe Minister for Social Development on
an earlier draft and that e ver: ie Cabinet paper is attached

2 agreetusign the at% i er.and-CAB-100-form- 50 your office can lodge

the paper with -.»~. fice y 5 November.
% Agree./ Disagtee

e m/§3 A V- 1S
Sl

Anna But] w Date

Genera ger :

Housj e Support and Employment

©
O (g | -1 -\S

Hon Paula Bermétt

N——g

Date

Minister for Social Housing

Emergency Housing Cabinet paper 2




Office of the Minister for Social Housing

Chair
Cabinet Social Policy Committee

A NEW EMERGENCY HOUSING FUNDING MODEL

agreement, subject to Budget 2016 decisions, to a new funding mode] t mor

sustainable and effective emergency housing sector. @
Executive summary &
2 The emergency housing sector is under increasing pres e gf thenmost vulnerable
New Zealanders are not able to access the emergen ervices they
3 There is currently very little government suppor itk 3 @mmodation for
emergency housing. Providers are under im - ovjde services and

need when they most need them.
accommodation with some at risk of co@ posals i§ Raper will mean that for the
» ¥

Proposal
1 This paper reports on the Emergency Housing Funding Review (the Revi eekf@&

b

Q
(o}
9]
—

first time, government will contract dire
cts will provide certainty to

with the costs of delivering emergency ho . Th
providers around their funding stnd mak e sustainable.
4 A short-term housing respo > Christchur iMplemented earlier this year and in

September 2015 Cabinet-agr a $2 il rt-term emergency housing response for
Auckland, While these ififi rovi able short-term support, further changes are
€

necessary {o address mic wi es identified in the recent review of funding
arrangements for em&rgency ho

5  lam proposin epEmergency hatsing funding model that has been developed in
consultatigr with sectomeeking in principle agreement, subject to Budget 2016
ing.t

decision®, ollow, ponents of the model:
@ Mg placesip ales
A
e - ahnew % Housing Special Needs Grant (SNG) for people who need support with
em hotsing costs for up to seven days and are unable to access a contracted

ehfergency housing providers for an annual number of emergency
g of high demand so there are a guaranteed number of places

9

6 ponent of the model, coniracts for wraparound services for people in emergency
, will progress separately and be led by the Minister for Social Development and
Assdatiate Minister for Social Development. While there is a clear need for wraparound
support for people in emergency housing, more work needs to be done to ensure that the
proposed services complement rather than duplicate existing services already provided.

7 Proposals in this paper will provide much needed support to some of the most vulnerable
New Zealanders and build on work currently underway to create an effective and efficient
housing system. The Ministry of Social Development (MSD) will work with clients in
emergency housing to support these clients into more sustainable housing by using existing




products and services like the Housing Support Products and the Accommodation
Supplement. Work underway to create more social housing places, particularly in Auckland, is
also likely to create more sustainable housing options for people in emergency housing.

8  As the Minister for Social Housing | am responsible for emergency housing. This is the first
time there is a Minister directly responsible for emergency housing. However, much of the
support that vulnerable people in emergency housing need sits within other portfolios, in
particutar the Social Development portfolio. | am therefore working closely with the Minister
for Social Development and propose to direct MSD to report to me, the Minister for Social
Development and other Ministers as appropriate, as implementation plans for the new fundin
model progress.

9 | propose to seek funding for the new arrangements in Budget 2016, wi ntion
implementing the new model in September 2016. While detailed co fl"bein
developed, indications are that the new funding model will cost i reghen of $5- ion
per year.

10  These proposals fit well with a social investment approachs I@ data sy
on benefit in emergency housing have higher future |if benefit cogts{ia
people on the same benefits that are not in emergenc .In .$

& _(

' eVidence also
i savings from the
kely’'to have higher

suggests that investment in emergency housing i Y ovid
health and justice sectors as people with nowhete @a are n@
health costs and contact with the criminal justi erf tharth ral community.
e S hausing need will also
lies.

Providing more support to vulnerable famili
support better outcomes for children in the
11 Two of the priority groups identified-a the s0gig tment approach for Budget 2016
ageftedin the cohorts of people who use

ocial investment case for investing in

m

extra support for the emerg g part of the Budget 2016 process a cost
benefit analysis is bein e’likely benefits that the proposed investment
will deliver.
12 inthi repr nificant increase in support for emergency housing
more 314% s there for people in crisis when they most need it.
' iye more Tertainty to providers so they can focus on helping
he most vulnerable New Zealanders. MSD will continue to
sing providers and the sector to ensure the proposals are fit
13 ce%proposed new emergency housing funding model once Budget

ade.

QRe-gff cash injection of $500,000 for emergency housing providers while a review of
emergency housing (the review) was carried out [CAB Min (14) 39/23 refers].

Backgrm@)
14 e er 2014, as part of the Social Housing Reform Programme, Cabinet agreed to a

" Data based on the average liability for a cohort of people who were matched to Community Group Housing
properties that are used for emergency housing.




15  The review had two phases:

» Phase One, between February and May 2015, was to gather information to understand the
current emergency housing funding landscape

¢ Phase Two, in June and July 2015, was to develop recommendations.

16 In September 2015 Cabinet agreed to a $2 million short-term emergency housing response
for Auckland to respond to the growing pressure on emergency housing places in Auckland
[CAB Min (15) 00/85 refers]. The $2 million will be available for contributions towards the
capital cost of refurbishing existing properties or new builds if required, as well as for ongoin
operational costs (for accommodation and providing wraparound support sefvices). &
17 Within the housing continuum, emergency housing is short-term housin&o vidual@
families who urgently need accommodation because they have no ay, or,
unable to stay in their usual residence.

18 Non-government organisations (NGOs) are at the frontline idi peodple
needing emergency housing. The likes of the Salvation and
Monte Cecilia provide a valuable service to people in ne Qgproviders

receive funding from numeérous sources including govechin
institutions, trusts and lotteries funding.

19 MSD is the lead government agency for emerge :: olIsing rtmen’c of Corrections
and the Ministry of Health ensure the righ jlable specific cohorts of people
(for example, released prisoners). Housing e Rration (HNZC) plays a role
-through Community Group Housing by iling acc ion for a range of emergency

housing service providers across Zeatand (f T Women’s Refuges). However,
erall syst
i 'ressure

MSD has the role of coordinating
20 Govemment fi ja port foﬁ%e ncy housing can be divided into three areas: funding
for accommodaficn] ing for se s and income support for those who need emergency

housing. /\\ V
@ ; ; Government funding
@ for emergency
% housing

Income support for users

Funding for services

MSD confracted social work
services for families in

aperites used for emergency emergency housing

housing

rm;j for
mmodation
u ity Group Housing

o !
0

of emergency housng

Advance benefit payments to
meet cost of emergency
housing

21 While | have the overall policy lead for emergency housing, much of the current government
assistance for emergency housing sits within the Social Development portfolio (for example,

2 Intended to be for no more than 3 months.




the current contracts with 16 providers, worth approximately $1.3 million per year, to deliver
social services for families in emergency housing). | am therefore working closely with the
Minister for Social Development on this work.

22 While government funding for emergency housing falls into the three categories outlined
above, it is unclear exactly how much funding government provides for emergency housing.

There are weaknesses with the current funding arrangements

arrangements:

@:com
dat

23 Phase One of the review highlighted a number of weaknesses with the currzt funding

accountability — there is no clear definition of emergency housing, about @
roles of different agencies, and no clear standards for emergen
openness and transparency — the funding arrangements ar lea¥; ad-hoc a

well co-ordinated which creates uncertainty for provide
housing

needigemetgency

fairness — people needing emergency housing are &
benefit payments) whilé others in social housing or

links with the rest of the housing systém="péx in elgesgency housing do not always
have a clear pathway to more sustainal -K if ay gtay longer than expected in
emergency housing because of a laskx i ousing or because they have

complex issues that require more time“to_afidres
current funding is insufficj viders s akes it difficult to provide quality

services while the lack of i out t@ ding means they spend time seeking
C i

funding instead of delive improy ces

gaps in provision — grap (for example, in small rural towns) and for
particufar cohortg~faqr ple, for with disabilities, older people, youth and LGBTI)
lack of goo uta - nd emergency housing database is helping to
increase o sfanding of t mand for, and supply of, emergency housing, but the
data is still p

o At Ms that nationally up to 34,000 people experience severe
{on ineluding approximately 5,000 people living on the street or in
(& swellings and approximately 700 people in emergency

(for example, night shelters)

ocial housing register indicates that at the end of September 2015
558 people on the register in ‘insecure housing’

s specifically focussed on homelessness.

there
) |'< Ppneed for services to address homelessness — respondents to a survey
canied out in Phase One of the review noted that there was an increasing need for
©)

24 These weaknesses are putting increasing strain on the emergency housing sector and mean
that vulnerable New Zealanders are not getting the support they need to get back on their
feet.

® This includes people on the social housing register who are homeless and living in a public place, people
living in cars or tents, people in homeless shelters, people living in caravans, people in emergency housing
and people who are currently in prison or hospitals.




While the highest demand for emergency housing is in Auckland, there is also pressure in
other areas

25 While it is clear that the demand for emergency housing is greatest in Auckland, the
indications are that there is also demand for emergency housing across the country in other
towns and cities:

* atthe end of September 2015, there were 558 main applicants on the social housing
register living in insecure housing (although 236 of these or 42 percent were in Auckland)

» other organisations, such as the Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB), are al@ing

significant increases in the number of enquiries they are receiving a ency
housing - the CAB reported 100 percent increase in the number ofenguitissabout

emergency housing between 2010 and 2015 (the CAB has recei
about emergency housing over the last five years)

» feedback from the emergency housing provider survey out i a5g-hof the review
also suggested that there was demand for emergenc = ANC

Christchurch @
» anecdotal feedback from frontline Work and | e@ staff acr %untry suggests that
there is ongoing demand for emergency houiny
26  Inthe longer-term, work to create more s sihg pl s% make the social housing
system more efficient at matching peo 0 ffable ii¥ease pressure on the

emergency housing sector. However, it is tha Iways need to be some level of
emergency housing provision to rp e needs g n esponding to unexpected life
events.
A new national funding mer using is needed

27 | propose to establish.a din provide better support to the most vulnerable
people who need e Y hox outcomes from the proposed emergency housing

funding model

* People in need
” Ae ousing when they need it

and services they need to address health and social issues
@ ards long-term housing so they can move up the housing

e Provi %nded in a sustainable way so they can focus on improving outcomes for
the they are working with.

People w quire emergency housing are among our most vulnerable

28 ary target group for the emergency housing funding model will be those living on the
strest in improvised or mobile dwellings (according to the 2006 Census data there were
approximately 5,000 people in this category of severe housing deprivation) or on the social
housing register and classified as living in insecure housing in the following categories:

e living in a car (76 main applicants on the social housing register at the end of September
2015)

» living in a tent (18 main applicants at the end of September 2015)




¢ homeless and sleeping rough (146 main applicants at the end of September 2015).

29 People in other housing situations who, if they were not able to access emergency housing,

30

31

would end up in one of the situations above (e.g. sleeping rough, in a car, orin a tent) will

also be eligible for support through the new funding model. An example of someone in this

situation is somebody who may have an adequate house but is unable to stay there because

of family violence.

Anyone presenting to MSD or to a contracted emergency housing provider directly for

emergency housing will need to demonstrate that their emergency housing need is real (fo

example, that they have no other options fike staying with family or friends that their

current living situation is not sustainable). @
| am seeking in principle agreement, subject to Budget 2016 decisi com

YORE
the proposed funding model which are set out in Table 1.
Z e S =% :* = . ¥ H
7

Eaureseres e L S

Providers will be contracted and paid an annual s
emergency housing places per year.

Decisions about how many places to contra
by demand modelling work currently bein ed by Kigtry. This modelling will
be used to inform decisions about the a riale leve g that will be required in
Budget 2016 to implement the new funding el.

Following Budget 2016 MSD will ¢t §a procu @'& ercise to seek providers of
emergency housing places in Warlocations. As\With the Christchurch and Auckland

short-term housing response et «@ ohorts that accommodation will be
contracted for:
m

o families (likely to b ole pa ith children)

o single people. %
Funding that th@érs receive withde linked to the type of property they are using:
o self- chon@%ﬁh private facilities (e.g. standalone houses or units)
u
ffi

- erswill b sed on the annual IRRS average for a similar property.
ple, ering a 2-bedroom property for emergency housing in
CRignd would reggive approximately $13,624 per year ($262 per week (the
avefra

ge 2-bedroom property in Auckland) x 52)

ni

o dop commodation — places would be contracted on a set fee per place per
i or €xample, $15 per place per night.

o @ accommodation —~ where providers offer shared accommodation (e.g. a house
with a number of private bedrooms but shared facilities like bathrooms, kitchen,
lounge) then the appropriate level of funding will be considered on a case-by-case
basis. This follows the approach currently taken with social housing providers offering
shared accommodation models.

People staying in contracted places would be expected to contribute towards the cost of
their accommodation but would pay no more than 25% of their income in rent,

X




The SNG will be available nationally to be used:
o in areas where MSD does not contract any emergency housing places (for example,
in rural areas where there may not be enough demand for emergency housing to
require contracted places)

o if all contracted places are full in an area where MSD does contract for ency &
housing places. >

The SNG will provide a non-refundable contribution towards the cos
accommodation for people with no other housing options (for exa
staying in a hostel or motel). Clients will only be eligible for the SNG
demonstrate that they have no other alternative accommodati

Clients will be expected to contribute to the cost of accon
above a set level. If the client is unable to meet their ¢
come from an Advance Benefit Payment or from a
(the client contribution could also be met by an NG t«Q
cost).

The SNG will be available for up to seven d iscretion\fiertend this period only
if there are exceptional circumstances.
Clients would only be able to access the cea pt where exceptional

circumstances exist.
The level of assistance availabl @ ) the S Nikvary based on the characteristics
of the people presenting (for S ilieg with saveral children will be eligible for

more assistance than sing ‘ .o ire more than one bedroom).
Accessing the SNG will elient's hardship count. This recognises the

urgent need for accopnmotati clients are facing and aligns with other similar
forms of assistance t he hardship count (i.e. rural assistance
payments, spe;irf/@%s {sfance for Wt

of domestic violence).

: N
A third compongnt Wode/@ound services for clients in emergency housing will

33

34

% ent of the funding model is wraparound services for clients in
p them get back on their feet and into sustainable housing.

f, 80O ppgrtis already provided in this area and further work is required to ensure
that@ny c dditions complement rather than duplicate existing services already
provide
Thr s Community Investment arm, MSD funds 16 providers from across New Zealand

(@} ocial work services for approximately 700 at-risk families in emergency housing

r at a cost of approximately $1.3 million per year. However, these contracts have
ped in an ad-hoc manner across the country and are not consistent (i.e. some
contracts expect providers to work with at-risk families for up to 12 months, others for only
three months). There is also wide variation in the levels of funding that providers receive for
each family they support. There is little information currently available about the outcomes
achieved by these services.

These services are due to be reviewed as part of the implementation of the Community
investment Strategy being led by MSD. A line-by-line review of these services in early 2016




will provide more information on the effectiveness of the current services. MSD will also
investigate the possibility of trialling revised contracting arrangements with one or two of the
providers already contracted to deliver these services.

35 Further work is also required to understand the link between the proposed wraparound
services and other services for vulnerable groups such as Whanau Ora and transitional
services to help released prisoners reintegrate into community. This will include consideration
of any overlap or crossover with services that are already provided for similar population
groups.

36 | consider that access to wraparound services to help people in emergency Hpusing get ba
on their feet and move into more sustainable housing is a very important

proposed funding model. | am conscious, however, of the need to get a
of how effective the current services are before any changes are m
is committed.
37 These services are delivered through the Social Developme rifolio” | th
that MSD report to the Minister for Social Development an tate Mini
Development on this work as it progresses. @ ,
MSD will have a comprehensive service response to s ew fi « etel
38 MSD is developing a service response that wi e Clear to frontline staff about

how emergency housing enquiries should d from | esentation at frontline
Work and Income offices through to the fol

ida
hat wi ired for those referred to
emergency housing.

Qhglstent national approach to those people
housing need. A key element of this

39 The service response will ensur:
emergency housing are supported to find a
efnain in emergency housing any longer than

presenting to Work and Inco ¢

response will be ensuring t

more sustainable housi

is necessary. This will irr%n in & in emergency housing to existing products such

g
as Housing Support u€is“and orimodation Supplement that can help them move
out of emergenc %

40 However, | do ose that Work-and Income should become the ‘gateway’ to the

emergen syste grRand Income will remain an important part of the system

that of] people but it should not be the only route into emergency

housi adl t, as at present, emergency housing providers should be able
% sources (for example, from other NGOs, from doctors, from the

& G

41 | conside rgency housing providers are best placed to determine the most
, ople in need of support. Providers will be expected to demonstrate, however,
have assessment criteria in place to ensure that only those with a genuine

ers are responding to those with a genuine emergency housing need. A process will
also be developed to ensure that, in those areas where the Ministry contracts for emergency
housing places, Work and Income has priority access to these places for people who present
to Work and Income with a genuine emergency housing need. People requiring support from
the new SNG will still be required to present to Work and Income for access to this
assistance.




The new model fits well with a social investment approach and will be closely monitored

42 The proposed funding model fits well with a social investment approach. Initial data already
suggests that people on benefit in emergency housing have higher future lifetime benefit
costs (liability) than people on the same benefits that are not in emergency housing (for
example, emergency housing clients on Sole Parent Support have an average liability of
$32,000 more than Sole Parent Support clients not in emergency housing although these
figures are based on small numbers of clients so need to be treated with caution).

robust understanding of the particular characteristics of those people pres with an

will
undetstan
et 2016 pro '

ing mode e

43 Once the proposed funding arrangements are in place, MSD will be able to build a more <§

emergency housing need and their future liability. For example, the pro
improve our understanding of the demand for emergency housing an
the future liability of those people accessing this support. As part o
-MSD will develop plans for how the proposed components of th
monitored and evaluated.

44 While the cohort of people who use emergency housing
aged 0-5 form a large part of this group. Young peopls
users of emergency housing. As such these proposals
priority groups identified through the social inves

' ingle swith children
ciweel the a 4 are also
od afi ith the two
for a% . Once
implemented, the proposed SNG will provide fi rmatio t tHfe numbers accessing
this support from the priority groups. %
45 These proposals will greatly increase ths stoho @% Inerable people in

emergency housing, and for providers d geme using. Once these proposals

are implemented:

s more people in crisis will be d the-acsorigodation they need while they get back

on their feet
o fewer people in crisis ebt 0 use advance benefit payments or
recoverable assistan ents t the cost of emergency accommodation.

46 As part of the Bugiget 2018 proc ost benefit analysis is being conducted to quantify the

likely benefits proposed in ent will deliver.

Implement

47  Supj ding iﬁg@ma | propose that the new funding model should be
' 20

din 16. This will allow time for the procurement process that will be
requ{ted’to seek proyitiets to deliver the contracted emergency housing places following
Budyget 20

ed SNG for emergency housing places is intended to complement the
_ praces | propose that the new SNG should be implemented in September 2016

the first contracted places coming onstream.
ica

Impl ons of proposed funding model for emergency accommodation for victims
or perpetrators of family violence

48 Asth
con

49  The implications of the proposed funding model on emergency accommodation for victims or
perpetrators of family violence also need to be considered. Currently emergency
accommodation is provided mainly for victims, and there is less provision for perpetrators. A
review of emergency accommodation services for victims and perpetrators of family violence
is being undertaken as part of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual Violence




Work Programme. This review is considering the support needs of both victims and
perpetrators.

50 1 consider that the decision about whether the proposed contracted places funding model
should apply to emergency accommodation for victims or perpetrators of family violence
should be made by the Minister for Social Development in discussion with the other members
of the Ministerial Group on Family Violence and Sexual Violence. Subject to this decision, the
proposed Budget bid will then include funding for contracted places for victims or perpetrators
of family violence as well as for other cohorts requiring emergency housing.

Consultation and sector engagement

51 Treasury, HNZC the Ministry of Business (MBIE), Innovation and E “the Minls
Health, the Department of Corrections, the Ministry of Justice, the Akn of Educatt
Department of Internal Affairs, Te Puni K&kiri, the Ministry of Pa l[and Affairs,
Ministry of Women’s Affairs have been consuited on this paper, The partmenhof P
Minister and Cabinet has been informed.

52 As part of Phase One of the review, MSD ran a surve ; providers
seeking feedback about the current funding arrang i ed 102 responses to
this survey. The proposals in this paper have beé

well as discussions with various sector groups;
convened by MSD and the Auckland n ' g providers.

Financial implications
53 The proposed funding modet for<eh : equire additional ongoing funding. |

i unedihg model, current indications are that the
cost is likely to be in theredidy of $5 illion per year. The majority of this cost will be to

fund the contracted cy hoig] es.
54 As part of the 2016 proces ill be proposing that the subsidies currently paid to
HNZC to top up ent paid by providers using Community Group Housing properties for
%ﬁ?&ng, S ulnsferr_ed to MSD to be used as part of the broader funding
sy-housing places. This proposal will simplify the funding
housing.

ights i ns

55 The pt S in“this paper are consistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 and
the MRights Act 1993.

b implications

56 The proposals in this paper do not require any changes to primary legislation. Amendments
will however be required to the Special Needs Grants and Recoverable Assistance welfare
programmes, setting out the parameters for assistance provided in relation to emergency
housing. These amendments may be made by the Minister for Social Development under the
delegated authority in the Social Security Act 1964.

* The Housing Assistance Reform Feedback Group and the External Focus Group.
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57 An amendment will also be required to the Social Security (Advance Payment of Benefit)
Regulations 2010, so that the proposed SNG is not included in the circumstances in which a
person may be required to undertake a budgeting activity (i.e. will not count towards a client's
hardship count).

Regulatory impact and compliance cost statement

58 A regulatory impact analysis is not required, as no regulatory changes are proposed.

Gender implications
59 The proposals in this paper will have a positive impact on women, partic
and their dependants, as they are one of the cohorts most in need p\é

Disability perspective

60 The proposal may impact positively on people with disabifiti
accommodation and wraparound support.

Publicity @ @

61 | propose to announce the proposed new % housing g maodel once Budget
decisions have been made. | also prop Dc engage with emergency
housing providers on the detailed develo of the funding model.

Recommendations %© @:\; :

62 Itis recommended that t ee:
1 note that a review o merge sing funding arrangements has shown that the
current arrange reu emergency housing providers on the frontline are
reporting @ pressur ir services

2  notethat thergiis a s sagial investment case for investing in additional support and
sergic eoplgtine ency housing

P <5 ’t Yollel for emergency housing
@ee i iplg, subject to Budget 2016 decisions, to two components of a new
eme ouding funding model:

racts with selected providers to deliver a set number of emergency housing
places per year in areas of high demand

a new Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant for people who need support with
emergency accommodation costs for up to seven days and are unable to access a
contracted place :

4 note that the Minister of Social Housing will seek funding through Budget 2016 for the
contracted emergency housing places and proposed new Special Needs Grant

"




Legislative changes required to implement the proposals

S  invite the Minister for Social Development to make amendments to the Special Needs
Grants and Recoverable Assistance welfare programmes to implement the proposed
new Special Needs Grant for emergency housing

6 invite the Minister for Social Development, in consultation with the Minister for Social
Housing, to issue drafting instructions to the Parliamentary Counsel Office to draft any

amendments to regulations that may be required to implement this package, in keeping
with the policy aims of the proposals

7 authorise the Minister for Social Housing and the Minister for Socigl ment &
make any technical, policy and administrative changes required, to nt this
package

Wraparound support services &

8  note that the need for support services for people i y housi third
component of the funding model and is an import an ef @ tem of
support for people in emergency housing %E

9  note that further work is required to get a ersta f effectiveness of
current support services for people in g ousi eady confracted by the
Ministry of Social Development, and weemthage proposed wraparound
services and other services for vulner oup@

10 direct the Ministry of Social Devejopment to e Minister for Social
r for So lopment on the effectiveness of the

Development and Associat
the r e existing services, proposed as part of

existing services once thé/j
the implementation of unit nt Strategy, is completed

Financial implications @

11 note that while worl to refine the cost of the proposed funding model,
current i o’ are that th will be in the region of $5-$10 million per year

Publicity, V V

12 @t the i Social Housing will announce the proposed funding model for
@ enc once Budget decisions have been made.

Hon P ennett

Min r'Social Housing

il
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A Budget bid for funding for the emergency housing funding model has been developed

15 A Budget bid for the proposed emergency housing funding model has been developed
and will be submitted to Treasury as part of the Budget process by 4 December. The
main components of this Budget bid are for funding for contracted emergency
housing places and funding for a new Special Needs Grant for emergency housing.

16 The expected implementation date of the new funding model is September 2016 to
allow for the procurement process that will be required for the contracted emergency
housing places. While it could be possible for the SNG to be implemented sooner MSD
does not recommend this as the proposals have been developed as a package to
complement each other. It is also unlikely that the IT changes required to support th

implementation of the SNG could occur earlier than planned.
17 A more detailed overview of this Budget bid is attached as Ap

pertl
Recommended actions g% §

It is recommended that you:

Out of Scope @ @
& O

Update on emergency housing work 3




Out of Scope

i1 Note that an overview of the proposed B§ for th %cy housing funding

model is attached as Appendix 1

“*'1\‘4—-\\&:———1\\ 27 {“ [\S

Anna Butler Date
General Manager
Housing, Inco 2@ 8 4fe and K

o, a Ben Date
Mini erforx usmg

Update on emergency housing work 4




Appendix 1: Overview of proposed Emergency Housing Budget bid

1 The total cost of the proposed Budget bid for the emergency housing funding model
is $45.2m over four years.

Overview of emergency housing Budget bid

2019/20 and
Component 2016/17 201718 2018/19 outyears Total
Contracted
emergency

Contracted

places for .
perpetrators of %§<7 i 5 {
family violence $1,000,000 | $1,000,000 | $1,000,000 | $4,Q00; 800

$44600
Funding for SNG | $2,000,000 | $2,000,000 | $2,000,000 |7$2,008,000 | $8\080;000
o \V

housing places $6,416,667 | $8,170,000 | $8,652,800 | $8,998,912 $32,238,379§

IT changes to {

implement SNG $480,000 $0 /%0 SO\ $480,000
Project team to N N

implement

funding model $380,000 $0 @o @ $380,000
Evaluation $50,000 $50,0004< V) 7 s < NS $0|  $100,000
Total $10,326,667 | $11,220,000\$11,652,800.] $14,098,912 | $45,198,379
2  This bid has been developed on t asig of th assumptions:

s MSD would seek to contractfot approxima emergency housing places
across New Zealand wj % pected maxifuny duration of 3 months each (a total
of 3,200 places per

» Funding for thes d pl en based on the average IRRS subsidy
levels in the ares uld o contract places in

e Actual numb e t will depend on the proposals that are
received viders { turement exercise that will be needed to secure
the co %

¢ Theost e contracted places for perpetrators of family violence is still a

e amilies at 7 days each at the maximum SNG rate. Once
npleménftédathe SNG will be demand-driven but an estimate of expected cost still

nee?% ovided as this is a policy change.

r as expe olumes are still being worked through
of %.- been estimated on the basis of supporting 750 single
a 0

Update on emergency housing work 5




MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Report
Date: 11 December 2015 Security Level: BUDGET-SENSITIVE
To: Hon Bill English, Minister of Finance

Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Social Housing Q%

Social Housing Budget Bid 2016

Purpose of the report
1 This report outlines the proposed Social Housi d,g@t bid gh\ een submitted

for consideration as part of Budget 2016. ‘Sbgﬁ J

&\

Executive Summary

2 A significant Social Housing Budge as bee ted for consideration as part
of Budget 2016. Substantia - raounts of ad ding will be required to
continue to deliver on key piapdsals from | Housing Reform Programme in
the coming years. %

3 [Out of Scope

Bowen State Building, Bowen Street, PO Box 1556, Wellington - Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099




6 |Out of Scope

9 &% i@
@/) (\@

Recommended actions @ @

It is recommended that you: @

1 note that the proposed MSD Socia@v b bid includes five

components:

1.1 funding to impleme

£ha\proposed
Out of Scope @\7

201
r@ y Housing funding model

Social Housing Budget Bid 2016 2




5 |Out of Scope

6

7

8

9

10

e
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Anna Butler Date

General Manager
Housing, Income Support and Employment

Hon Bill English
Minister of Finance

Hon Paula Bennett
Minister for Social Housing

Social Housing Budget Bid 2016

Date

Date




Background

1. A Social Housing Budget bid has been submitted by MSD as part of the Budget 2016
process. This bid includes five components that are required to support transactions
and other SHRP initiatives.

Overview of MSD Social Housing Budget bid

2. The table below gives a brief overview of the different components of the MSD Social
Housing Budget bid and the related costs. |Out of Scopel

Components of MSD Social Housing Budget Bid (@
omponents o ocia using get Bi A >

No. | Description Opex/ | 2016/17 | 2017/18 2%%9/202(& @a

Capex & and
4 >

outye&

PaN
1 Emergency Housing Funding Model Opex 9.8 1&@\\ 11.7 \&\ 44.7

(funding for contracted places, new

Capex | 0.5 - 0.5
Special Needs Grant, IT changes, P “ @
evaluation and project team to <\ d&
N 3

implement)

Out of Scope ®§> @?

Social Housing Budget Bid 2016 4

























MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Alde-mémoire

Meeting

Date: 11 March 2016 Security Level: BUDGET ~SENSITIVE &
For: Hon Paula Bennett, Minister for Social Housing @
File Reference: REP/16/3/219 %

V)
Overview of Emergency Housing B@g Bid

Meeting/visit 10am, 14 March 2016, 6. W
details &

Expected Nic Blakeley, Dep
attendees

Carl Crafar, De ief Ex

Jerry Wils r, sing Assessment
Kelvin ene@v\‘l}a er, Housing Contracts

[Section 9(2)(a) Privacy of natur,alfpe\f{grjs | Prj lyst, Housing Policy

Purpose of er ses the Emergency Housing Budget Bid ($41.6
meeting/visit ion 0 kS
9/ sit b MEXA )
\
In late 20

Cabln

emergency housing funding model:

contracts with selected providers to deliver a set
number of emergency housing places per year in
areas of high demand

o a new Emergency Housing Special Needs Grant for
people who need support with emergency
accommodation costs for up to seven days and are
unable to access a contracted place [SOC 15 Min

@ 0039 refers].
ergency .

« Emergency housing is a good investment because:

Q In November 2015 Cabinet agreed to two components of a

housin

providegs a good o Beneficiaries in emergency housing have a higher
return on liability than beneficiaries who are not in emergency
investment housing (e.g. emergency housing clients on Sole

Parent Support have an average lifetime liability of
$32,000 more than Sole Parent Support
clients not in emergency housing).

Bowen State Building, Bowen Street, PO Box 1556, Wellington — Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099




o There is strong international evidence about the
cost savings from programmes to support homeless
people (e.g. an AHURI study in 2008 showed
whole-of-government savings were at least
twice as large as the annual cost of delivering
effective homelessness programmes’).

o Feedback from the short-term housing response in
Christchurch has demonstrated the successful
outcomes that can be achieved from emergency

housing. Of the 95 households who have left the
short-term housing response, 84 ved @

sustainable housing (76 into spc ng an
into private rentals).

o Emergency housing prov@ sential s et
for some of the most »dlnerable New landers
and is an opportuni ervene ort

some of the farpf/@% ith the nﬁ@ lex needs.

The majority of Table 1: Overview of Emyngstd

the $41.6 /Z ~
million Budget No. | Funding type X 017/ /%@19 2019/20 Total

bid is for S (and
contracted & outyears)
emergency NN

housing places

% 8.8 8.8 32.1

@}mltract a<>ﬁ/ 0.25 - - 0.5
" lplace
S T é%
of

<N

Va

>

4

%
violence
Y
AV
@7 < > ecial Needs 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 8
%z implement
Special Needs
@ Grant

Grant

IT change to 0.5 - - - 0.5

5 Service 0.4 - - - 0.4
Delivery
project team

6 Evaluation 0.05 0.05 - - 0.1

1 The cost for single male homelessness assistance for an Australian programme is only $4,625 per client compared to
average health and justice costs of $10,212 above the normal population rate while homeless.




7 Total 9.5 10.5 10.8 10.8 41.6

Breakdown of
contracted

places funding

Why do we need this f
Our budget bid is b

300 plaesat awy one time because
this number of pl uld:
Provide toh ¢ on the register living in

The bid seeks funding for MSD to contract approximately
800 emergency housing places to be available at any one
time across New Zealand (3,200 per year based on a
maximum length of stay of three months).

MSD expects that approximately half of these places will

be needed in Auckland with the remainder sgread across
New Zealand (see Appendix 1 for a prop@ional

breakdown of these contracted places)i. ; @
Funding has been costed on the is e avera
for each region. The precise uiked will

insecure housing ci ces (this number varies but is
between BQ0~800 households at any one time).
ide t a

o offer a nationwide response with a

stgnifi mber of emergency housing places in the
maj (especially Auckland) and smaller humbers of
p% her regions.

%;gvide some additional capacity to house those who need

ergency housing but are not on the register. We know
that not all those who require emergency housing are on
the register (Salvation Army report Invisible in the
SuperCity: Hidden Homelessness in Auckland indicated
that 41 per cent of survey participants had not engaged
with MSD). Other figures and anecdotal reports suggest
the real level of need is significantly higher:

o 2006 Census data indicated there were more than
5,000 people living on the street or in improvised
mobile dwellings across New Zealand

o in the year to the end of June 2015, the Citizen’s
Advice Bureau received over 3,000 enquiries about
emergency accommodation, double the number of
annual enquiries received five years earlier

o anecdotal feedback from MSD frontline staff
suggests an ongoing level of need for emergency




housing across New Zealand.

The nhew
Emergency
Housing Special
Needs Grant
will be non-
recoverable up
to set limits

s The new Special Needs Grant (SNG) will provide non-
recoverable assistance for accommodation costs up to set
limits for those who need immediate housing. Clients will
be expected to contribute where the cost of
accommodation is above these limits.

Table 2: Proposed limits for the Emerge ing
Special Needs Grant /\ ((D

Accommodation Single Tw ou House
Type person P five or o
ouseh We

Hostel / Night up t@ @ n/a (\wn/a
Shelter : ‘

per i
Motel u@ V \% up to $240 per
ht night
e The SNGwi Mabl \u@seven days but MSD
will have tion to his in exceptional
cip tances (| heclient has nowhere else to stay at

Treasury supports the proposed emergency housing bid.
%?% Social Investment Panel has also supported the
roposed bid but noted the following areas of concern or
further work:

o 'the panel noted the importance of wraparound
support to address issues leading people to need
emergency housing and was not convinced that
NGO support was generally available as a response
in this area

o the panel also felt that the direct connection to
Community Investment could be strengthened

o the panel felt there may be questions about the
readiness of emergency housing providers to take
up the funding’.

MSD response to Social Investment Panel comments

Wraparound services and Community Investment link




» In November 2015 Cabinet noted the importance of
wraparound services for people in emergency housing and
noted that further work was required on this component of
the emergency housing funding model.

e Through its Community Investment arm MSD already
contracts 16 providers to provide social work services for
families living in emergency housing at a cost of
approximately $1.3 million per year. However, limited
information is currently available about th tcomes tha
are being achieved from these services.

» Line-by-line reviews of these seryités o rrentl
underway as part of the implem ion of the Co unlty

Investment Strategy. The iews dre e tobe
completed in April 201 ’ ovnd 30 rmation
about the current sta % serVI

e Findings from line r@ d stocktake and
analysis of o . roun i (funded by other
agencies),
for the e)provisiog & around services for people

Readi

W|Il in ear communication of the requirements to the
s nsuring organisations have the time they need
p and submit proposals.

<\A

%
<

g this meeting we will work with your office to ensure you

!;M@
. e the information required to support you in the ongoing

Udget discussions.

oy
@




Appendix 1: Proposed regional breakdown of contracted emergency housing
places

» The table below shows the proposed regional breakdown of how many
contracted emergency housing places would be sought in each region along
with an estimate of the regional funding breakdown this would result in.

Region Families Singles Total Approximate
regional funding
breakdown per
year

Auckland 180 180 360

@ N\
Canterbury 70 70 140 ]Segﬁ/bn\Qfg% Ong(oqffg ‘nﬁgOtiationSJ

¥
Waikato 25 25 50 J\é . @\/
Bay of Plenty 25 25 {06\\ vf
East Coast 25 25 <Cé§o\§ (\(C)
Wellington 25 25 <\<Q>\é
Northland 10 18\@\/ 20\ > N
Southern 10 \rcb \/ ®§®\>
RS PR
e PN OMIE
- )7 & .

rs
Total 0 7&)0 800
EEZA\ZEENN ,
Criteri o\&%d inWP

. ailed i at will be used in the RfP for contracted emergency

ing not yet been finalised but are likely to be similar to
recent RfP for additional emergency housing places in

ose
Au I@is RfP sought proposals from providers (approved to MSD Level
% e of achieving this status) that could demonstrate:
Experience in delivering accommodation for people with emergency

housing needs
Links with local community organisations that can provide further

support to participants
o Organisational capacity / infrastructure and staff with relevant
specialist skills
Appropriate accommodation (or ability to secure) for the service
Ability to develop plans to transition participants into more
sustainable housing and provide post-transition support
o Proposals that are cost effective.

L\
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